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 GLOSSARY 
FTE: Full-time equivalent staff. The FTE for a member of staff who has a 
fractional full-time work contract in respect of their current duties, will be less 
than 1.00. The fraction will represent the ratio between the number of agreed 
normal work hours for that person and the number of normal work hours which 
would be required of a member of staff having the same classification type and 
level as that person, but with a full-time work contract. (Department of Education 
Science and Training, 2006b) 
Casual: an appointment of a staff member by the hour and the payment of such 
staff member on an hourly basis that includes a loading to compensate for 
agreement and award based benefits for which a casual staff member is not 
eligible. 
Members of staff with a casual work contract are often engaged in circumstances 
where there is no continuing position available, there is no commitment to 
continuous engagement and a non-recurring requirement for labour is being met. 
Members of staff with a casual work contract may be engaged for either a short 
or long period; they may be required to perform either a wide or a narrow range 
of duties; and the number of hours worked per week may be less than, equal to 
or greater than the hours worked by a member of staff with a full-time work 
contract.  (Department of Education Science and Training, 2006b) 
Part-time: part-time (also known as fractional full-time) contracts have these 
characteristics:  
• it is for a continuous period (although this may be for a limited period of 
time); and  
• the full range of duties which would be appropriate to the job or position 
were it to be undertaken by a member of staff with a full-time work 
contract and with the same classification type and level, are to be 
performed; and  
• the duties are to be performed on a regular basis; and  
• the number of hours to be worked each week is a specified fraction of the 
number of hours which would be worked by a member of staff with a full-
time work contract for the job or position and with the same classification 
type and level; and  
• if the member of staff is an employee of the institution their remuneration 
is a specified fraction of the remuneration for a member of staff with a full-
time work contract for the job or position and with the same classification 
type and level; and  
• if the member of staff is an employee of the institution they have a pro-
rata entitlement to paid annual leave, paid sick leave and, where relevant 
requirements have been met, paid long-service leave. (Department of 
Education Science and Training, 2006b) 
Full-time: a full-time engagement has these characteristics:  
• it is for a continuous period (although this may be for a limited period of 
time); and  
• the full range of duties which are appropriate to the job or position are to 
be performed; and  
• the duties are to be performed on a regular basis; and  
• the number of hours to be worked each week are at least equal to the 
number of hours specified for full-time work under the relevant award; 
and  
• if the member of staff is an employee of the institution they have an 
entitlement to paid annual leave, paid sick leave and, where relevant 
requirements have been met, paid long-service leave. (Department of 
Education Science and Training, 2006b) 
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Research-only staff member: staff members who undertake only research 
work or providing technical or professional research assistance, or the 
management and leadership of research staff and of staff who support research 
staff. There may be limited other work (e.g., participation in the development of 
postgraduate courses and supervision of postgraduate students) (Department of 
Education Science and Training, 2006b). Examples include research fellows, 
research associates, research assistants, project officers, and technical officers.  
Fixed term: A fixed-term appointment, also known as a limited term 
appointment, is an appointment (either full-time or part-time) for which the 
current duties are for a fixed period of time (Department of Education Science 
and Training, 2006b). 
Ongoing: An ongoing appointment, also known as a tenured appointment (either 
full-time or part-time) is an appointment where the nature of the work is ongoing 
and is made for an indefinite period. The effective substantive appointment or 
current duties will normally last until retirement age (Department of Education 
Science and Training, 2006b). 
Academic classification: those appointed wholly or principally to undertake a 
teaching-only, research-only or teaching-and-research function, or those 
appointed by an institution to be responsible for such people. It excludes 
members of staff appointed wholly or principally to support the three types of 
members of staff referred to above (Department of Education Science and 
Training, 2006b).   
Professional classification: A category which is used to identify members of 
staff other than those of the three types specified above for the academic 
classification (Department of Education Science and Training, 2006b). 
 
General classification: see ‘professional classification’  
Sessional: see ‘casual’ 
HEWA: Higher Education Worker scale A. A classification standard for 
professional staff at QUT. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Background and aims 
Queensland University of Technology is committed to “expanding its research profile by 
combining broad and strong encouragement to research in disciplinary and cross-
disciplinary areas, with a selective application of limited resources” (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006x, p.2). Within this overall aim, a key objective as 
documented by QUT’s Research and Innovation Plan 2007-2011 (Queensland 
 University of Technology, 2006 ) is to increase research capacity by (i) ensuring 
that QUT’s structures, profile, workload and promotion arrangements support 
enhancement and sustainability of research productivity; (ii) developing early and 
mid career researchers; and (iii) ensuring high quality physical and virtual 
infrastructure. 
While it is acknowledged that research-only staff (staff members employed 
principally or exclusively to conduct research) make a substantial contribution to 
QUT’s research productivity, relatively little has been documented about their 
participation in research, their employment conditions, or their potential roles in 
enhancing research capacity. Recognising this, the QUT Research Staff 
Benchmarking Project was commissioned in August 2006 by QUT’s Assistant 
Deans-Research and Institute Directors in conjunction with the Office of Research 
and the Human Resources Department. The Library and Information Technology 
Services provided further in-kind support. 
The project aimed to identify key ways that QUT can increase its research 
capacity by strategically recruiting, supporting and developing its research-only 
staff.  
The Research Staff Benchmarking Project’s objectives were:  
a) To describe and benchmark QUT’s research-only staff human resourcing, 
including employment, research capabilities, and professional development, at an 
enterprise-wide and Faculty / Institute level (where relevant), and 
b) To make strategic recommendations regarding research-only staff recruitment, 
employment, retention and development. 
Method 
The data collection phase of the project was conducted via: 
1. Interrogation of QUT Human Resources and payroll databases 
2. QUT-wide online surveys of research-only staff, research project leaders  
3. Focus groups and one-on-one interviews with  
 - academic research-only staff, 
 - professional research-only staff 
 - research project leaders  
4. Investigation of QUT research-only staff best practices 
Key findings 
Human Resources database information 
Data considerations 
Research-only staff were difficult to identify using Human Resources data records. 
“Research-only” work function flags were only applied to 44% of the research 
staff identified in the project. Institute affiliation was also difficult to determine in 
some cases. 
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 10
 
Research-only staff prevalence and bases for employment 
Research-only staff comprised 12.1% of QUT’s total FTE, and 21.1% of QUT’s 
Faculty / Institute-based FTE. QUT employed 697 research-only staff, 
corresponding to 476.4 FTE.  
Three quarters of research-only staff were employed under a professional 
classification. The Faculties of Law, Business, and Education employed almost all 
of their research-only staff under a professional classification. 
Over half of research-only contracts were of a casual (professional) type, with 
another third being fixed-term full-time appointments. Only 2% of appointments 
were full-time and ongoing (17 staff members). 
The average number of concurrent appointments held by non full-time staff was 
1.9. 
One quarter of casual research-only contracts were at 1.0 FTE, and one third 
were for 6 months, the maximum possible.  
Most of the research-only staff had a previous employment history with QUT, with 
three quarters of staff having had more than one appointment. On average, 
research-only staff had 12.9 previous employment contracts with QUT (which 
were most like to be casual academic or casual professional in type). 
Casual, fixed-term part-time and professional research-only staff  were more 
likely to be female. Full-time and academic research-only staff were more likely to 
be male.  
Salaries and appointment levels 
Based on the present cross-sectional data, the estimated total yearly expenditure 
on research-only staff salaries was $21,744,188, the majority of which was on 
fixed-term full time appointments. However, in the Faculties of Education and Law 
the majority of research-only staff salary expenditure was on casual 
appointments. 
About half of research-only staff salaries were funded from externally-funded 
research projects. Another third were funded by internal research operating 
funds. Non research internal accounts (primarily teaching and support accounts) 
provided 14% of research-only salaries. 
Professional scale staff were most often employed at HEWA 5, commonly ranging 
from HEWA 4 to HEWA 6, although nearly one-fifth were employed outside this 
range. Academic scale staff were most likely to be employed at level B; there 
were many employed at levels A or C, with far fewer at D or E. 
Research-only staff survey and focus group findings 
Research-only staff backgrounds 
Forty percent of all research-only staff possessed a PhD or other doctorate. 
Nearly all of the academic scale research-only staff were doctorally qualified, and 
8% of professional scale research-only staff possessed a doctoral qualification. 
One quarter of professional scale research-only staff were current doctoral 
candidates. 
On average, research-only staff had worked as researchers for 1-2 years. 
Academic staff were more experienced than professional staff overall. The 
professional-scale staff displayed a wider diversity of experience levels. 
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Research-only staff tasks 
Academic scale research-only staff performed a wide range of research-only tasks 
from project design to administration; professional scale staff were more likely to 
commence with a literature review, or data collection and analysis / 
dissemination, although some professional scale staff performed a full range of 
tasks including design and project management functions. 
For nearly half of the sample (particularly academic scale staff), teaching was a 
significant part of their duties as research-only staff members. Comments in the 
focus groups indicated that some research-only staff found it difficult to 
undertake supervision because (a) their contract lengths were too short, and (b) 
they had trouble locating potential HDR students as they did not teach 
undergraduates. 
Why work at QUT? 
Reputational factors most commonly attracted research-only staff to QUT as an 
employer. Studying at QUT was another major reason for working as a research-
only staff member. 
The major reasons research-only staff continued to work for QUT were: a good 
relationship with the staff member’s immediate work team / supervisor; 
continued interest in the staff member’s research area; independence and 
autonomy; and flexibility of working arrangements. 
Participant ratings: Working at QUT 
The mean ratings assigned to various aspects of research-only staff working 
arrangements ranged from fairly poor (induction/ orientation, reward and 
recognition and career progression) to fairly good (working conditions and 
resourcing).   
 
Research-only staff ratings: working at QUT 
2.81
2.40
2.63
3.313.323.13
2.63
3.36 3.35 3.29
1
2
2
3
3
4
4
5
5
Recruitment
and
appointment
processes
(n=190)
Induction/
orientation
(n=177)
Working
conditions
(n=188)
Resourcing
(n=186)
Skill
development -
availability
(n=173)
Skill
development -
relevance
(n=177)
Skill
development -
quality (n=169)
Reward and
recognition
(n=177)
Career
progression
(n=164)
Overall support
and
development
(n=167)
(scale information: 1=”very poor”, 3= “neutral”, 5=”excellent”) 
Recruitment and appointment processes: Positive comments emphasised 
approachable senior staff and effective management. 
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Casual staff were concerned about finding research work, described recruitment 
processes as ad hoc, and expressed concerns about HEWA levels being 
appropriate to tasks performed.  
Staff of all types commented that the appointment process, particularly gaining 
access to QUT systems such as computer logins, was unacceptably slow.  
Induction and orientation procedures: Casual staff members assigned lower 
ratings to induction and orientation procedures than other types of staff.  
There were positive comments in relation to induction procedures which had been 
developed in two research centres (CARRS-Q in Health and Centre for Learning 
Innovation in Education).  
Staff of all types from other areas commented that they had received no formal 
induction or orientation (including occupational health and safety), and that it had 
taken them some time to become familiar with QUT processes and procedures. 
Working conditions and arrangements: Job security was a key issue for research-
only staff. Lack of job security was seen as a major deterrent to working as a 
research-only staff member of any type. Many requests were made for ongoing 
research positions and benefits associated with longer contract lengths, such as 
superannuation. Severance pay and assistance with ‘bridging’ between research 
grants were also discussed.  
Administrative requirements (particularly staff appointment processes, 
timesheets, travel, purchase of research-related items) were seen by some staff 
as excessively arduous, the administrative permissions procedures excessive, and 
administrative support uneven and insufficient.  
Focus group participants observed a lack of research-only staff representation in 
University decision making, and expressed a desire to be involved in Faculty / 
University committees to express research-only staff views. 
Some academic staff commented positively about the flexibility and autonomy 
associated with their jobs, and support from management / immediate work 
team. 
Resourcing: BEE staff particularly commented on inadequate provision of 
computers and lack of technical support. 
Some research-only staff found open plan offices and the co-location of research 
staff in one room counterproductive when confidential or ‘quiet’ work was to be 
conducted. 
Academic research-only staff requested start up funding from the university in 
order to develop viable projects.  
Skill development: A significant proportion of research-only staff indicated that 
they were not aware of development opportunities, or that development 
opportunities were only available to staff members of other types (e.g., ECARD is 
only available to teaching-and-research academics). 
Business, Education and Carseldine staff talked positively about locally based 
opportunities that had recently become available in their areas. Library support 
and skill development programs were commended. 
Casual research-only staff were often not financially supported by their project 
leaders to up-skill, and they attended development opportunities in their own 
time, or not at all. 
The most common request for skills development amongst all research-only staff 
was data analysis (type unspecified), which was requested by one-third of 
research-only staff. The second most common request for support was academic 
writing. Participants also indicated that they periodically needed targeted 
assistance with software, particularly MS Office and research packages like SPSS.  
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Academic research-only staff expressed a desire for QUT to support them in 
attending external specialised training / seminars. 
Reward and recognition: One key theme was that research staff felt “invisible”. 
Several respondents on the academic scale called for equal standing of research-
only and teaching-and-research academics. 
Participants agreed that a key way they could be more appropriately recognised 
by the University was through eligibility for grants (professional staff) and staff 
awards schemes (all research-only staff). 
Authorship of research outputs was a major area of concern. Research-only staff 
had a variety of experiences with authorship, but agreed that if they had made a 
substantial intellectual contribution to a project they should be recognised via 
authorship.   
Professional scale research-only staff commented that the titles of research 
assistant or senior research assistant were incongruent with the work they were 
performing. Also, some research-only staff did not have their job titles noted in 
QUT Virtual, and were instead “undefined” staff, some on a long-term basis. 
Positive comments most often referred to support of immediate supervisors and 
others in their work areas. 
Career progression: Comments from staff on both academic and professional 
scales emphasised short-term contracts based on research grants and a lack of 
continuity of employment, and the implications of this for the retention of quality 
research staff in the medium term. 
Several participants indicated that research did not appear to be seen as a valid 
career choice, and that taking a research-and-teaching role was necessary if a 
researcher was to progress within QUT. Academic research-only staff discussed a 
perceived lack of higher level research-only positions (D and E) to be promoted 
to. 
Positive comments indicated that in at least one area of QUT, career progression 
options in research within QUT were emerging, with post-doctoral fellowships 
leading to ongoing full-time positions. 
Support and development overall: Comments in this section reiterated the key 
themes of lack of job security and recognition, arduous administrative 
requirements and a university emphasis on teaching rather than research. 
Positive comments acknowledged the support of immediate supervisors and 
academic colleagues. 
Research productivity: barriers and enablers 
The most commonly listed barriers to research-only staff productivity were: 
- research administration (paperwork, approvals), particularly amongst 
casual staff 
- research equipment (less common in IHBI and IT than other areas) 
- lack of research funding 
- technical/ IT support  
The most commonly listed facilitators of research-only staff productivity were: 
- support from, and interaction with, colleagues 
- research equipment (particularly in IHBI and IT) 
- Library services 
- IT systems (such as High Performance Computing) 
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Project leader survey and one-on-one interview findings 
Employment of research-only staff 
Three quarters of respondents had employed at least one research-only staff 
member in the previous 12 months. On average, project leaders reported that 
academic research-only staff had been employed on 50% of their research 
projects, and professional scale research-only staff had been employed on 68% of 
their research projects.  
Over the previous 12 months, project leaders estimated that they had employed 
46% of their professional scale research-only staff on a single casual contract, 
and another 36% on multiple casual contracts. Academic scale research-only staff 
were most commonly employed on a fixed-term full-time basis. 
On average, project leaders rated the importance of research-only staff to their 
productivity as “important” to “very important”. They most commonly employed 
both professional and academic scale research-only staff to conduct data 
collection and analysis, literature reviews and paper / report writing. 
Satisfaction with research-only staff 
Project leaders were satisfied with research-only staff skills. Project leaders 
commented on the necessity of active recruitment and an ongoing commitment to 
train and develop research-only staff. Short-term contracts made it difficult to 
retain staff long enough to develop sufficient skill levels. 
Project leaders noted a disparity between part-time / casual and full-time staff in 
terms of access to skill development and reward / recognition. 
Recruitment of research-only staff 
The most common method of recruitment was word of mouth / professional 
contacts. Recruitment from the student body was also common. 
Project leaders found it moderately difficult to find suitable research-only staff on 
either scale. Main reasons for this included: having to use personal contacts to 
find suitable staff; lack of job security as a deterrent for potential staff; 
competing with industry for staff; and specific research-only staff skills deficits 
(e.g., quantitative data analysis, project management, academic writing). 
Salaries 
Project leaders used various methods to determine the pay levels of their 
research-only staff. The most common method used was to consider the skills 
required; other common methods included the rate they had employed the staff 
member or another staff member at previously, and project budget. One quarter 
of project leaders indicated that they used the EBA research staff descriptors. 
External research grants were the most frequently reported sources of research-
only staff salary funding. One fifth of project leaders indicated that they had used 
their own personal funds to employ professional scale research-only staff. 
Project leader ratings: support and development of research-only staff 
The mean ratings assigned to various aspects of research-only staff working 
arrangements ranged from poor (professional and academic staff career 
progression opportunities, induction and orientation, reward and recognition) to 
neutral (resourcing, working arrangements, skill development quality).   
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research-only staff (n=59)
Project leader ratings: Academic scale research-
only staff (n=55)
 
(scale information: 1=”very poor”, 3= “neutral”, 5=”excellent”) 
 
Research-only staff productivity: barriers and enablers 
Project leaders indicated that key barriers to research-only staff productivity 
were: 
- lack of job security / career prospects for research-only staff 
- paperwork / administration procedures / lack of administrative support 
- lack of funding, and workloads / lack of time 
Project leaders indicated that key enablers of research-only staff productivity 
were: 
- a collegial environment, supportive colleagues and immediate 
management 
- resources / equipment / facilities (provision of desks, phones and 
computers) 
- project funding, support from the Library and Office of Research 
Suggestions for improvement of QUT’s research-only staff processes 
The main suggestions made by project leaders regarding improvements to 
research-only staff processes and procedures were: 
- develop research-only staff networks for support and skill development 
- provide continuity of employment by “sharing” research only staff between 
projects 
- employ research managers / co-ordinators for each Centre to provide 
necessary support and development of research-only staff and allocate 
research work 
 -  develop a central research-only staff database to assist with recruitment 
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Recommendations 
The following 11 key proposals flowed from the study findings: 
1. Continue to increase the visibility of research-only staff 
• Regularly audit and benchmark our research-only staff “assets”, and 
 monitor key research staff indicators on an ongoing basis 
• Include research-only staff objectives and indicators in top-level, Faculty / 
Institute and Divisional strategic plans 
2. Ensure the consistent application of research-only work function flags 
to employee records 
•  Amend staff appointment forms to include a work-function question, as 
per the Appointment to Senior Staff (Queensland University of Technology, 
2006d) form already in use. Use this question as a basis for work-function 
data flags 
3. Appoint all career researchers under Academic classifications 
•  Redraft descriptors for academic research-only staff 
•  An academic classification is appropriate when the staff member may need 
to: apply for research funding, travel to conduct research, perform 
consultancy work, access research-based professional development and 
career promotion opportunities. 
•  A professional classification is more appropriate for staff members who are 
engaged in finite and supporting research roles without significant 
intellectual contribution to research projects 
4. Move towards continuity of research employment 
• Where appropriate, QUT should employ research-only staff on fixed-term 
part-time or full-time contracts in preference to casual contracts 
• In preference to employing multiple staff members on ad hoc casual 
contracts, employ a smaller number of part-time or full-time research-only 
staff (who have access to staff benefits, skill and professional 
development) centrally to work on several projects 
• A number of ongoing academic research positions should be created under 
the Faculty / Institute workforce planning process 
• Consider offering severance pay to fixed-term staff on longer single 
contracts 
5. Improve “intangible” forms of research-only staff recognition 
• All research-only staff and project leaders should be reminded of QUT’s 
policies on authorship. These policies should be included in research staff 
induction 
• Establish Faculty / Institute Research Award schemes for which research-
only staff are eligible 
• Create research-only staff positions on Faculty / Institute Research 
Management Committees 
6. Apply appropriate research job titles 
•  Clarify use of “research officer”/ “research manager” titles 
•  Review and amend job titles for career research-only staff titled “research 
  assistant” or “senior research assistant” to better recognise the  
  contribution of research-only staff 
• Ensure that research-only staff are ‘defined’ in their QUT Virtual records 
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7. Improve recruitment, appointment and induction processes for 
research staff 
• Create an enterprise-wide searchable database of research staff online, 
documenting staff research interests, skills, and work availabilities 
• Audit and streamline appointment processes, including length of time 
taken for approvals to be made at the Faculty / Institute and University 
level, and for system (e.g., login) accesses to be granted 
• Ensure that supervisors and managers from all Faculties appropriately 
induct research-only staff with workplace-specific and position-specific 
information 
8. Create clear research pathways 
• Create career pathways for academic research-only staff (particularly level 
D and E positions), and make mechanisms for appointment and promotion 
to these positions apparent  
• Research-only staff should be actively encouraged to undertake a doctoral 
qualification in order to progress their careers 
9. Provide centralised resources for research staff support and 
development 
• Clarify:  
which existing internal development opportunities are available to 
research-only staff? 
for which external opportunities will QUT subsidise research-only staff to 
attend?  
• Ensure all research-only staff have appropriate levels of access to research 
skill development programs within QUT and external to QUT, given their 
work tasks  
• Create a central online research staff resource providing a conduit to: 
skills development, peer networking and community, employment 
opportunities, research resources, and assist with research staff induction 
and orientation.  
10. Support research-only staff teaching 
11. Centrally appoint a project co-ordinator for implementation of 
proposals 1-10 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Background and context 
Research capacity is central to the reputation of Australian universities (Coaldrake 
& Stedman, 1999). It is also essential to the long-term capacity of the nation in a 
global knowledge economy. Government investment in higher education research 
capability has moved progressively since the late 1980s from embedded block 
operating grants to a “success model” of university funding (Wood & Meek, 2002) 
where financial support is made contingent upon research outputs (Department of 
Education Science and Training, 2005a, 2005c; Department of Education Training 
and Youth Affairs, 1999).  
Under the proposed Research Quality Framework model (Department of 
Education Science and Training, 2005b), the latest iteration of performance-based 
research funding, different and more fine-grained measures of research output 
are being considered. Universities are under considerable and increasing pressure 
to produce high impact, high quality, high volume research, and according to 
some reports are responding with strategies such as recruitment drives for high-
performing researchers, recruiting early career academics, and, at QUT, the 
development of Research Institutes (Queensland University of Technology, 
2006x). 
However, other mechanisms for scaffolding and building research capacity have 
received less attention from universities to date. Research-only staff members, as 
individuals who are employed primarily or exclusively to conduct research and 
related activities, present one such possibility. Recognising that recruitment, 
support and development of research-only staff is vital to the enhancement of 
QUT’s research productivity (Bridgstock & Wilss, 2005; Coaldrake & Stedman, 
1999), QUT’s Assistant Deans (Research), Institute Directors and Office of 
Research have commissioned the present study to investigate research-only 
employment, research capabilities, and professional development, and to make 
strategic recommendations regarding recruitment, employment, retention and 
development. 
 
1.2 Defining research-only staff 
Research-only is one of four DEST work-function categories assigned to staff in 
the higher education sector, the others being teaching-only, teaching and 
research, and other (Department of Education Science and Training, 2006a). 
Australian universities report staff numbers in each DEST work-function category 
annually. According to DEST, research-only staff are those for whom, “work 
involves undertaking only research work or providing technical or professional 
research assistance, or the management and leadership of research staff and of 
staff who support research staff. There may be limited other work (e.g., 
participation in the development of postgraduate courses and supervision of 
postgraduate students)” (Department of Education Science and Training, 2006b, 
section 3 para 2).  
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Research-only staff may be employed under either the Academic or Professional 
(previously known as general) Enterprise Bargaining Agreements. At QUT, 
academic scale research-only staff may be employed on a part-time or full-time, 
fixed-term or ongoing basis, and classification descriptors are available from 
academic levels A to E (Queensland University of Technology, 2006u). Casual 
academic research-only positions, although possible under the Certified 
Agreement under “other required academic activities” (Queensland University of 
Technology, 2006u, Schedule 5.6) are not common and only two pay rates are 
available. Academic scale research-only staff are commonly termed “research 
fellow” or “research associate”, with “senior” or “principal” added to the title to 
denote a higher skill base and level of responsibility.  
Professional scale research-only staff may be employed on a part-time, full-time, 
casual, fixed-term or ongoing basis, and classification descriptors are available 
from HEWA levels 4 to 6 (Queensland University of Technology, 2006v). These 
staff members are most commonly termed “research assistant”, or “senior 
research assistant”.  
Relatively little investigation has been conducted into the roles, work conditions 
and importance of research-only staff in Australia. However, it seems clear that 
research-only staff are a heterogeneous group. Research-only staff have been 
documented to primarily operate within a collaborative research project context, 
and often on a project-by-project basis (Debowski, 2004). Academic research-
only staff engage in a cycle of research work: they seek funding for upcoming 
projects, which if successful will then ensure continued work for the life of the 
project, which then forms the basis for the next grant application (Allen-Collinson 
& Hockey, 1998; Garnett & Goodall, 2003). Other academic-scale research-only 
staff, “postdoctoral fellows”, use an initial postdoctoral research-only position as a 
stepping-stone to teaching-and-research academic positions. 
Professional scale research-only staff, by contrast, are customarily hired by 
project leaders when funding is secured in order to undertake the research: most 
commonly to conduct literature reviews, collect and analyse data, and 
disseminate findings. These individuals may be employed to perform very basic 
research tasks such as data entry, or may perform complex design, analysis, or 
managerial roles (Bridgstock & Wilss, 2005; Hutchinson & Moran, 2005). In line 
with the diversity in research tasks undertaken, professional scale research-only 
staff may be undergraduates with minimal research experience, may possess a 
bachelor’s degree, may be working towards a research higher degree, or may be 
doctorally qualified (Bridgstock & Wilss, 2005). 
 
1.3 Research-only staff working in universities 
While there is an established body of research staff literature in the U.K. 
(Collinson, 2003; Enders & Teichler, 1997; Kogan, Moses, & El-Khawas, 1994), 
relatively little empirical work examining the working context of research-only 
staff in Australia has been conducted. While numerous articles have been 
published about working as an administrator (Szekeres, 2004), academic 
research-and-teaching staff member (McCollow & Lingard, 1996), or casual 
university teacher (Kimber, 2003) in the Australian corporatised university, only a 
few studies have, to date, examined research staff in any depth. The University of 
Western Australia is conducting an ongoing “raising researchers” project 
(University of Western Australia, 2005), intended to support and develop career 
researchers by providing a suite of mentoring and professional development 
opportunities for research-only staff. As part of the project, monitoring of 
research-only staff issues and experiences is conducted on a periodic basis.  
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 20
A team from the University of Western Sydney (Hobson, Jones, & Deane, 2005) 
have begun work to investigate the working lives and significance of research 
assistants, and are at present conducting an empirical study of research 
assistants at multiple universities. Queensland University of Technology 
researchers from the Faculties of Education (Bridgstock & Wilss, 2005) and Law 
(Hutchinson & Moran, 2005) have already commenced empirical work 
investigating professional-scale research workers in their respective disciplines. 
Findings from the above studies indicate a challenging work context for research-
only staff. National competitive grant schemes do not currently allow for full 
costing of research staff in grant submissions. Although salaries are funded, other 
benefits such as leave, superannuation, and skill development opportunities 
associated with continuity of employment may be jeopardised. The immediate 
task orientation of research projects and competition for funding / non-tenured 
employment can further compromise these benefits (Debowski, 2004; University 
of Western Australia, 2005). 
Professional / general scale research-only staff are covered by a different 
Certified Agreement at most universities, and therefore operate under different 
working conditions, in comparison with academic research-only staff. General / 
professional scale staff have also been observed to experience the above staff 
benefits issues (Bridgstock & Wilss, 2005; Hobson et al., 2005; Hutchinson & 
Moran, 2005), and in addition cannot access certain types of grants, some travel 
funding sources, academic promotion schemes (Queensland University of 
Technology, 2006u) and professional development opportunities such as 
Professional Development Leave (Queensland University of Technology, 2006r). 
Casual research-only staff, who are hired by the hour, are in addition ineligible for 
incremental progression or leave of any type (Queensland University of 
Technology, 2006v), some internal grants, and representation on some staff 
committees. 
The experience of academic research project leaders (teaching and research 
academics) in the rationalised, corporatised university (Hey, 2001) has been 
discussed by a number of authors (Bryson, 2004; Winefield et al., 2003). 
Academics juggle multiple commitments in teaching, research and community 
service, and must perform in all of these spheres in a context of increases in 
student enrolments and a decline in absolute government funding. Research 
projects are increasingly reliant on external competitive grants. If a proposal for 
funding is successful, research-only staff can be hired immediately to commence 
the actual research tasks involved in the project within the required timeframe. 
This in turn will allow the academic time to plan and submit the next project 
proposal and attend to other academic tasks (Hobson et al., 2005). If external 
funding is not forthcoming, no research staff can be hired, and no project can be 
conducted.  
In this highly competitive, rapidly changing, deadline-driven academic 
environment, research-only staff are crucial to research productivity, and also 
have flow-on productivity effects into academic teaching and community service. 
Recognising this, the G08 universities, led by University of Western Australia, are 
currently building a collaborative project designed to support and sustain their 
researcher communities (Debowski, 2004; University of Western Australia, 2005). 
Key elements of this project include the development of collaboration, resource 
development, and sharing of best practice across institutions.  
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Queensland University of Technology is committed to “expanding its research 
profile by combining broad and strong encouragement to research in disciplinary 
and cross-disciplinary areas, with a selective application of limited resources” 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2006x, p.2). Within this overall aim, a key 
objective as documented by QUT’s Research and Innovation Plan 2007-2011 
 (Queensland University of Technology, 2006 ) is to increase research capacity by 
(i) ensuring that QUT’s structures, profile, workload and promotion arrangements 
support enhancement and sustainability of research productivity; (ii) developing 
early and mid career researchers, (iii) ensuring high quality physical and virtual 
infrastructure. 
The present project aims to identify key ways that QUT can increase its research 
capacity by strategically recruiting, supporting and developing its research-only 
staff.  
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1.4 Project objectives 
The Research Staff Benchmarking Project’s objectives are:  
a) To describe and benchmark QUT’s research-only staff human resourcing, 
including employment, research capabilities, and professional development, at an 
enterprise-wide and Faculty / Institute level (where relevant), and 
b) To make strategic recommendations regarding research-only staff recruitment, 
employment, retention and development. 
Key issues under investigation include:  
Employment and staff turnover 
- What is our current investment in the different types of research-only 
staff, and from which funding sources? 
- On what bases are research-only staff employed? 
- How are the various types of research-only staff currently recruited? 
- What are our current levels of staff turnover and attrition, and why? 
- What strategies for attracting and retaining quality research-only staff 
might be effective? 
Skill sets and educational backgrounds 
- What functions are research-only staff at QUT employed to perform? 
- What skills and educational backgrounds do research-only staff possess? 
- What research-only staff supply and demand (e.g., skill-set and 
employment availability) gaps currently exist? 
Staff development and reward and recognition 
- What is the demand for skill development, reward and recognition and 
career progression provision amongst research-only staff? 
- What skill development, reward and recognition and career progression 
provision currently exists for research-only staff at QUT? 
- What are the preferred strategies for research-only staff development? 
Context 
- What provision for research-only staff support and development currently exists at 
other Australian universities? 
- What strategies for research-only staff support and development are 
documented in the literature? 
Best practice 
- What research-only staff “best practices” can be identified within and 
outside the university? 
Barriers and enablers 
- what are the main barriers and enablers to research-only staff 
 productivity at QUT?
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2. METHOD 
The data collection phase of the project was conducted via several methods: 
1. interrogation of QUT Human Resources and payroll databases 
2. QUT-wide online surveys of research-only staff, research project leaders  
3. focus groups and one-on-one interviews with  
 - academic research-only staff; professional research-only staff; project 
leaders  
4. Investigation of “best practices” identified via methods 1,2 and 3. 
 
Research sub-questions by data collection type are tabulated in Table 2.1 below.  
Table 2.1 Research sub-questions by data collection type 
 
QUESTION 
 
METHOD/S 
Employment and staff turnover  
What is our current investment in the different types of research-only 
staff, and from which funding sources? 
HR database, project leader survey 
On what bases are research-only staff employed? HR database, research-only staff survey 
How are the various types of research-only staff currently recruited? Project leader survey 
What are our current levels of staff turnover and attrition, and why? HR database, research-only staff and 
project leader surveys 
What strategies for attracting and retaining quality research-only staff 
might be effective? 
Analysis of documents, focus groups 
Skill sets and educational backgrounds  
What functions are research-only staff at QUT employed to perform? Research-only staff and project leader 
surveys 
What skills and educational backgrounds do research-only staff possess? Research-only staff surveys 
What research-only staff supply and demand (e.g., skill-set and 
employment availability) gaps currently exist? 
Research-only staff and project leader 
surveys, focus groups, 1:1 interviews 
Staff development and reward and recognition  
What is the demand for skill development, reward and recognition and 
career progression provision amongst research-only staff? 
Research-only staff surveys, focus groups 
What skill development, reward and recognition and career progression 
provision currently exists for research-only staff at QUT? 
Analysis of documents, research-only 
staff survey 
What are the preferred strategies for research-only staff development? Focus groups, analysis of documents, 
research-only staff and project leader 
surveys 
Context  
What provision for research-only staff support and development 
currently exists at other Australian universities? 
Analysis of documents 
What strategies for research-only staff support and development are 
documented in the literature? 
Analysis of documents 
Benchmarking  
What methods might best be employed to monitor, on an ongoing basis, 
essential research-only staff indicators? 
Analysis of documents 
Best practice  
What research-only staff “best practices” can be identified within and 
outside the university? 
Analysis of documents, research-only 
staff and project leader surveys, focus 
groups, 1:1 interviews 
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2.1 Quantitative data collection 
2.1.1 Online surveys 
Two online surveys were conducted with QUT staff (see Appendix 4). One asked 
research-only staff a series of questions relating to working at QUT; the other 
targeted research project leaders and asked about their experiences employing 
research-only staff. A QUT staff login was required in order to access the surveys. 
A recruitment email to all QUT staff was sent by the Deputy Vice Chancellor 
(Research) inviting project leaders and research-only staff to participate. 
Respondents were permitted to participate in both surveys if they fit the 
respective eligibility criteria. 
2.1.2 Interrogation of Human Resources databases 
Employment and payroll databases were queried to retrieve records by 
appointment, staff member, and organisational area. Data fields included in the 
database queries are tabulated in Appendix 1. 
Two query criteria were used in order to retrieve research-only staff records. 
First, ‘research-only’ work function staff records were retrieved. Records with a 
job title containing ‘research’ were also retrieved, and then manually filtered to 
retrieve the correct records. These two queries were merged and duplicate 
records removed in order to provide the most complete data set possible. More 
information on this process is located in Section 5.1. 
2.1.3  Analysis of surveys and Human Resources data 
Numeric data from the Human Resources databases and online surveys were 
descriptively analysed using SPSS 14.0. In most cases, non-parametric statistics 
were chosen to test for group differences, due to data non-normality and ordinal/ 
categorical data types. 
Alphanumeric data from the open-ended questions were imported into Microsoft 
Excel 2003. The open-ended questions were content-analysed by hand using a 
simple conceptual analysis procedure (Carley, 1990; Neuendorf, 2002) and 
emergent coding with two coders. 
2.2 Qualitative data collection 
2.2.1 One-on-one interviews 
Four one-on-one in-depth interviews were conducted with research project 
leaders who indicated in the Project Leader Survey that they would be willing to 
participate. Focus groups were not conducted with Project Leaders because of 
scheduling difficulties. 
Project leaders from each campus, academic and professional classifications, and 
at various levels, were represented.  
In addition, three one-on-one in-depth interviews were conducted with staff 
engaging in research-only staff best practice, as revealed by internal document 
analysis and the online surveys. 
2.2.2   Focus groups 
Six focus groups of 3-10 participants were conducted with QUT research-only 
staff who indicated via the Research-Only Staff Survey that they were willing to 
participate. Discussion guides are located in Appendix 2. The types and locations 
of focus groups are tabulated in table 2.2.2.1. 
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Table 2.2.2.1 Number of research-only staff focus groups conducted by participant 
classification and campus 
 Professional scale 
research-only staff 
(n=25) 
Academic scale 
research-only staff 
(n=11) 
Gardens Point 2 1 
Kelvin Grove 1 1 
Carseldine 1 0 
 
2.2.3 Analysis of one-on-one interviews and focus groups 
Interviews and focus groups were recorded and transcribed verbatim. These 
transcripts were then analysed using a thematic analysis procedure with two 
independent researchers identifying themes and generating codes (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006). Thematic dimensions and categories from the online surveys were 
used to provide a framework for the analysis, and an inductive process for theme 
identification was employed. 
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3.  RESEARCH-ONLY STAFF SURVEY FINDINGS 
Section Summary 
 Section 
Response rates 
Approximately one-third of the research-only staff at QUT responded 
to the online research-only staff survey, an acceptable response rate 
for an online survey of an academic population with email recruitment. 
Full-time academic staff were best represented in the sample, and 
professional scale casual research-only staff were slightly 
underrepresented.  
Because response rates were calculated using HR database data where 
Institute affiliation may not be recorded, the response rates for 
Institutes were inaccurate.  
 
3.1 
Employment relationships 
Most academic scale appointments were full-time and at level B, 
ranging from A to E  (although there were very few level D and E 
appointments). The most common HEWA level was 5, although levels 
ranged from 3 to 9. A fairly high proportion of staff (17%) were 
employed at HEWA levels higher than HEWA 6, and were therefore not 
covered by QUT’s research-only position descriptors.   
A small number of casual professional research-only staff members 
held multiple concurrent research-only contracts. 15% of respondents 
held a contract for teaching in addition to their research-only 
position/s. 
 
3.2 
Job titles 
As expected, the titles research assistant and senior research assistant 
usually referred to casual or part-time professional scale staff on levels 
HEWA 5 or HEWA 6. These staff comprised the 44% of the total 
sample. 
Research fellows, postdoctoral research fellows and research 
associates (37% of the sample) were most often appointed full-time at 
academic scale A or B. Senior research fellows were most often 
appointed full-time at academic level C. 
Research / project officers and research / project managers comprised 
a small number of mostly professional-scale staff at various HEWA 
levels and employment bases. 
 
3.3 
Educational backgrounds 
A significant proportion of research-only staff considered research a 
career, as indicated by their educational activities. Forty percent of all 
research-only staff (and nearly all of the academic scale staff) 
possessed a PhD or other doctorate. One third of research-only staff 
were currently studying. Most of these individuals were professional 
scale staff who were currently studying towards a doctorate of some 
type. 
 
3.4 
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Experience as a research only staff member 
On average, research-only staff members had worked as researchers 
for QUT from 1-2 years, although a wide range of experience levels 
were found in the sample. Academic staff tended to be more 
experienced researchers overall than professional-scale staff, with 
one-third of academic staff having worked as research-only staff 
members for more than 5 years.  
Diversity of experience was evident in the professional scale staff 
sample. One quarter of casual professional staff had worked as 
research-only staff members for less than 6 months, and one third 
had 1-2 years’ experience.  
  
3.5 
Research-only staff tasks 
Academic scale research-only staff performed a wide range of 
research-only tasks from project design to administration; professional 
scale staff were most likely to be brought on board at the literature 
review, data collection and analysis / dissemination stage (although 
some professional scale staff performed a full range of tasks including 
design and project management functions). 
For nearly half of the sample (particularly academic-scale staff), 
teaching was a significant part of their duties as research-only staff 
members. 
 
3.6 
Choice of QUT as employer 
Reputational factors most commonly attracted research-only staff to 
QUT as an employer. Studying at QUT was another major reason for 
working as a research-only staff member. 
The major reasons research-only staff continued to work for QUT 
were: a good relationship with the staff member’s immediate work 
team / supervisor; continued interest in the staff member’s research 
area; and flexibility of working arrangements. 
 
3.7 
Working as a research-only staff member 
The mean ratings assigned to various aspects of research-only staff 
working arrangements ranged from fairly poor (induction / orientation, 
reward and recognition and career progression) to fairly good (working 
conditions and resourcing).   
 
3.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 28
Recruitment and appointment processes 
Recruitment and appointment processes received a neutral rating 
overall.  
Positive comments emphasised approachable senior staff and effective 
management. 
Casual staff were concerned about finding research work, described 
recruitment processes as ad hoc, and expressed concerns about pay 
levels. Feedback received indicated that the research-only position 
descriptors were welcome, but that they needed to be expanded to 
include higher HEWA levels, and refined to refer to specific tasks and 
task complexity. 
Staff of all types commented that the appointment process was slow.  
 
3.8.1 
Induction and orientation procedures 
Induction and orientation procedures received a poor to neutral rating 
overall, with casual staff members assigning lower ratings than other 
types of staff.  
There were positive comments in relation to induction procedures 
which had been developed in two research centres.  
Staff of all types from other areas commented that they had received 
no formal induction or orientation (including occupational health and 
safety), and that it had taken them some time to become familiar with 
QUT processes and procedures. 
 
3.8.2 
Working arrangements and conditions 
Working conditions and arrangements received a neutral to good 
rating overall. 
Job security was a key issue for research-only staff in several 
Faculties, with several requests for ongoing research positions and 
benefits associated with longer contract lengths, such as 
superannuation. 
Some academic staff commented positively about the flexibility and 
autonomy associated with their jobs, and support from management. 
 
3.8.3 
Resourcing 
Resourcing received a neutral to good rating overall. 
BEE staff particularly commented on inadequate provision of 
computers and lack of technical support. 
Some research-only staff found open plan offices and the co-location 
of research staff in one room counterproductive. 
 
3.8.4 
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Research skill development 
Skill development – availability, relevance and quality all received 
overall ratings of neutral to good. 
Some research-only staff indicated that they were not aware of 
development opportunities, or that development opportunities were 
only available to staff members of other types. 
Business, Education and Carseldine staff talked positively about locally 
based opportunities that had recently become available in their areas. 
Library support and skill development programs were commended. 
 
3.8.5-
3.8.7 
Reward and recognition 
Reward and recognition received a neutral to poor rating overall. 
One key theme was that research staff felt “invisible”, or like “pairs of 
hands” and received insufficient acknowledgement and support in two 
main areas: (a) remuneration and benefits, and (b) celebration of 
achievements. 
Several respondents on the academic scale called for equal standing of 
research-only and teaching-and-research academics. 
Positive comments most often referred to support of immediate 
supervisors and others in their work areas. 
 
3.8.8 
Career progression 
Career progression received a neutral to poor rating overall. 
Comments from staff on both academic and professional scales 
emphasised short-term contracts based on research grants and a lack 
of continuity of employment, and the implications of this for the 
retention of quality research staff in the medium term. 
Several comments indicated that research did not appear to be seen 
as a valid career choice, and that teaching was necessary if a 
researcher was to progress. 
Positive comments indicated that in at least one area of QUT, career 
progression options in research within QUT were emerging, with post-
doctoral fellowships leading to ongoing full-time positions. 
 
3.8.9 
Support and development overall 
Support and development overall received a rating between neutral 
and poor. 
Comments in this section reiterated the key themes of lack of job 
security and recognition, arduous administrative requirements and a 
university emphasis on teaching rather than research. Positive 
comments acknowledged the support of immediate supervisors and 
academic colleagues. 
 
3.8.10 
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Research competencies for development 
The most common request for skills development amongst all 
research-only staff was data analysis (type unspecified), which was 
requested by one-third of research-only staff. The second most 
common request for support was academic writing.  
 
3.9 
Barriers to research productivity 
The most commonly listed barriers to research-only staff productivity 
were: 
- research administration (paperwork, approvals), particularly 
amongst casual staff 
- research equipment (less common in IHBI and IT than other 
areas) 
- lack of research funding 
- technical / IT support 
 
3.10.1 
Facilitators of research productivity 
The most commonly listed facilitators of research-only staff 
productivity were: 
- support from, and interaction with, colleagues 
- research equipment (particularly in IHBI and IT) 
- library services 
- IT systems (such as High Performance Computing) 
3.10.2 
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This section presents responses from 230 QUT research-only staff to an 
anonymous online survey which asked about their:  
- staff employment contract types and previous history 
- educational backgrounds and concurrent study 
- research experience levels 
- reasons for choosing QUT as an employer 
- research functions performed 
- working as a research-only staff member at QUT: recruitment, appointment 
processes, induction, working conditions, resourcing, skill development, 
reward and recognition, and career progression 
- support and development requirements 
- barriers to research productivity 
- facilitators of research productivity 
3.1 Response rates  
An overall survey response rate of 33.0% was obtained, when using HR database 
data as an estimate of total current research-only staff numbers. This is an 
acceptable response rate for an online survey of an academic population with 
email recruitment (Cook, Heath, & Thompson, 2000).  Nearly half of full-time 
research-only staff (45.8%) and 35.0% of part-time research-only staff 
responded to the survey, but only 10.8% of casual research-only staff responded. 
The academic staff response rate was 39.7%, and the professional staff response 
rate was only 18.8%. Professional scale casual research-only staff were under-
represented in the sample. Possible reasons for this under representation include 
intermittent or non-use of staff email and web by a proportion of these staff 
members, or a perception that the email recruiting “research staff” or “research-
only staff” did not apply to casual research assistants. 
Respondents indicated which area of the University they were employed by, and a 
breakdown of response rates by Faculty/ Institute/ Division is presented below in 
table 3.1.1. 
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Table 3.1.1 Research-only staff survey response rates 
 
  Research-only 
staff numbers* 
 
Survey 
respondents# 
Response 
rate 
Faculties       
Built Environment 
and Engineering 
72 25 34.7% 
Business 83 28 33.7% 
Caboolture 2 0 0.0% 
Carseldine 14 9 64.3% 
Creative Industries 44 10 22.7% 
Education 83 21 25.3% 
Health 129 32 24.8% 
Information 
Technology 
46 12 26.1% 
Law 41 4 9.8% 
Science 112 25 22.3% 
Institutes       
Information Security 
Institute 
15 6 40.0% 
Institute for 
Creative Industries 
and Innovation 
2 1 50.0% 
Institute of Health 
and Biomedical 
Innovation 
44 49 111.4% 
Institute for 
Sustainable 
Resources 
- 2 - 
Divisions       
Chancellery 1 0 0.0% 
Division of Research 
& Commercialisation 
4 1 25.0% 
Technology  
Information and 
Learning Support 
5 3 60.0% 
Finance and 
Resource Planning 
- 1 - 
Administrative 
Services 
- 1 - 
Total 697 230 33.0% 
* research-only staff numbers sourced from HR employment database records 
# respondents indicated in the survey which organisational area they were employed by 
 
An artificially high response rate for IHBI was obtained (111.4%). Further 
investigation revealed that although individuals indicated on the survey that they 
were employed by IHBI, HR data and ITS login details showed their original 
Faculty of employment rather than present Institute affiliation. Most of these 
individuals (51.0%) were from the Faculty of Health, although several (23.5%) 
were from Science. Data from other Institute-affiliated staff were also affected by 
this issue; for instance, two ISR staff responded to the survey even though HR 
data indicated zero ISR research-only personnel. The two ISR respondents were 
noted in HR data as being employees of the Faculty of Science. 
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Table 3.1.2 Breakdown of IHBI respondents by organisational area of origin 
 
Organisational area of 
origin* 
 
Number of respondents 
BEE 5 
Health 25 
Science 12 
IHBI 3 
Sugar Research 4 
* organisational area of origin sourced from respondent login details (ITS records) 
3.2 Employment relationships 
3.2.1 Current appointment types 
Of the 230 respondents, 48.5% indicated that their primary appointment was a 
professional-scale contract; the most common HEWA level was 5. Thirty four 
percent of respondents’ main appointments were on the academic scale, and 
nearly half of those (40.7%) were at level B (see table 3.2.1.1). A significant 
proportion of respondents (16.7%) did not indicate which pay scale or level they 
were appointed at. 
Appointment type differences were evident by pay scale (χ2(2)=48.2,p=.0001;see 
table 3.2.1.2), with 90% of academic scale research-only staff respondents on 
full-time appointments, and only 41.6% of professional scale research-only staff 
on full-time appointments. Professional scale research-only staff were far more 
likely to hold casual and fractional contracts than academic scale research-only 
staff. 
Table 3.2.1.1 Survey respondents by pay scale and level 
 
Scale % respondents 
HEWA 3 6.2% 
HEWA 4 9.7% 
HEWA 5 40.7% 
HEWA 6 26.5% 
HEWA 7 8.8% 
HEWA 8 7.1% 
HEWA 9 0.9% 
Total professional scale 113 
Level A 27.2% 
Level B 40.7% 
Level C 19.8% 
Level D 7.4% 
Level E 4.9% 
Total academic scale 81 
Scale not specified 37 
Total respondents 230 
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Table 3.2.1.2 Survey respondents by pay scale and appointment type 
 
 Professional scale 
(n=113) 
Academic scale 
(n=81) 
Full time 41.6% 90.1% 
Part-time / fractional 25.7% 7.4% 
Casual professional 32.7% 2.4% 
   
 
Of the 320 research-only staff respondents, 11 had one research-only contract in 
addition to their primary research-only appointment, and 3 had two additional 
research contracts. All of the individuals with more than one research-only 
appointment were working on the professional scale on a casual basis for their 
primary and additional appointments. 
Respondents were asked whether they had an employment contract or contracts 
to perform non-research related functions in addition to their research 
appointment. Nearly four in five respondents (77.3%) did not have a non-
research concurrent contract of any type; 15% were also employed to teach; 
3.2% were also employed to perform an administration role; 3.2% were 
employed to perform technical functions of some type, and 1.4% indicated that 
they were employed in a non-research role which was not included in the above 
options. No differences in concurrent appointments by pay scale, appointment 
type or Faculty were observed. 
3.3 Job titles 
Research assistants comprised 32% of the sample, and were most often 
appointed on the professional scale, on casual or part-time contracts at HEWA 3 
to HEWA 6. Senior research assistants comprised 12% of the sample, and also 
were most often appointed on the professional scale, on a part-time or casual 
basis at HEWA 6. 
Research fellows comprised 16.5% of the sample, and were most often academic 
scale full-time appointments at level B. Senior research fellows comprised a 
further 8.3% of the sample, also on the academic scale on a full-time basis, at 
level C. Postdoctoral research fellows, at 6.5% of the sample, were most often 
appointed at academic level A or B on a full-time basis. Research associates 
comprised 6.1% of the sample, and were most frequently full-time academic staff 
at level A or B. 
A small number of research and project officers / managers were present in the 
sample. These individuals were more likely to be appointed on the professional 
scale, but there was no clear trend towards casual, full-time or part-time 
employment or a single HEWA level for these staff. 
Job titles are tabulated by employment bases and levels in tables 3.3.1 – 3.3.3.  
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Table 3.3.1 Employment bases by job title 
 
 
Table 3.3.2 Job titles by academic scale level 
 
 Academic 
A 
Academic 
B 
Academic 
C 
Academic 
D 
Academic 
E 
Laboratory manager (n=2) 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 
Postdoctoral research fellow (n=11) 54.5% 45.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Project manager (n=1) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Research assistant (n=1) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Research associate (n=10) 70.0% 30.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Research fellow (n=31) 19.4% 74.2% 3.2% 3.2% 0.0% 
Research manager (n=1) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
Research officer (n=2) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Senior research assistant (n=1) 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Senior research fellow (n=16) 0.0% 6.3% 81.3% 6.3% 6.3% 
 
 
Job title Full time Part time Casual Not 
specified 
Academic 
scale 
Professional 
scale 
Assistant laboratory 
technician (n=1) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0% 
 
100% 
Laboratory manager (n=2) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 100% 
Postdoctoral research 
fellow (n=15) 93.3% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 91.7% 
 
8.3% 
Project manager (n=6) 50.0% 16.7% 33.3% 0.0% 16.7% 83.3% 
Research assistant (n=74) 31.1% 25.7% 41.9% 1.4% 1.5% 98.5% 
Research associate (n=14) 78.6% 14.3% 7.1% 0.0% 83.3% 16.7% 
Research fellow (n=37) 81.1% 13.5% 5.4% 0.0% 88.6% 11.4% 
Research manager (n=2) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 
Research officer (n=6) 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 
Senior laboratory 
technician (n=1) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 
 
100% 
Senior research assistant 
(n=28) 50.0% 28.6% 21.4% 0.0% 96.2% 
 
3.8% 
Senior research fellow 
(n=19) 89.5% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0% 94.1% 
 
5.9% 
Technical officer (n=1) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100% 0% 
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Table 3.3.3 Job titles by HEWA level  
3.4 Educational backgrounds 
Four in ten research-only staff who responded to a question regarding educational 
backgrounds possessed a PhD or other doctorate (see table 3.4.1). Nearly all of 
the academic scale research-only staff (86.3%) had completed a doctorate, and 
60% of the full-time research-only staff had done so.  
Professional scale, part-time and casual professional research-only staff were 
more likely to have completed an undergraduate, Honours or Masters degree.  
On average, academic scale staff [U(n=181)=711.5, p=.0001] and full-time staff 
(χ2(2)=44.9, p=.0001) possessed higher qualifications than professional scale, 
casual and part-time staff.  
Table 3.4.1 Educational background by employment type 
 
 Secondary 
school 
Undergraduate 
degree 
Honours 
degree 
Graduate 
certificate 
Masters PhD or 
professional 
doctorate 
Professional scale 
(n=108) 
7.4% 21.3% 29.6% 10.2% 23.1% 8.3% 
Academic scale (n=73) 0.0% 2.7% 2.7% 0.0% 8.2% 86.3% 
Full-time (n=116) 0.9% 9.5% 14.7% 2.6% 12.9% 59.5% 
Part-time (n=35) 2.9% 11.4% 25.7% 14.3% 25.7% 20.0% 
Casual professional 
(n=46) 
19.6% 26.1% 19.6% 6.5% 19.6% 8.7% 
Total (n=197) 5.6% 13.7% 17.8% 5.6% 16.8% 40.6% 
 
One third (33.2%) of surveyed research-only staff were currently studying; of 
these staff, 71% were studying at QUT. The most common course of study, 
undertaken by 25 research-only staff (23 of whom were employed on the 
professional scale), was a PhD or professional doctorate (see table 3.4.2). 
 HEWA 
3 
HEWA 
4 
HEWA 
5 
HEWA 
6 
HEWA 
7 
HEWA 
8 
HEWA 
9 
Postdoctoral research fellow 
(n=1) 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Project manager (n=5) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 20.0% 60.0% 0.0% 
Research assistant (n=67) 9.0% 11.9% 58.2% 16.4% 3.0% 1.5% 0.0% 
Research associate (n=2) 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Research fellow (n=4) 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 
Research manager (n=1) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
Research officer (n=4) 0.0% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Senior laboratory technician 
(n=1) 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Senior research assistant 
(n=25) 
0.0% 4.0% 20.0% 64.0% 8.0% 4.0% 0.0% 
Senior research fellow (n=1) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
Technical officer (n=1) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
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Table 3.4.2 Present course of study at QUT and elsewhere 
 
 QUT Elsewhere 
Undergraduate 8 1 
Honours 4 4 
Graduate certificate / 
diploma 
1 3 
Masters 9 5 
PhD / professional 
doctorate 
25 6 
 
3.5 Experience as a research-only staff member  
3.5.1 Rated experience 
Each respondent indicated their level of experience as a research-only staff 
member on a scale ranging from 1 (“minimal experience”) to 5 (highly 
experienced”). The mean overall rating assigned by research-only staff was 3.4 
(sd=1.21), ranging from 1 to 5 (see figure 3.5.1).  
Experience rating differences were observed between professional scale and 
academic scale research-only staff U(n=180)=2767.500, p=.001, and between 
full-time and casual research-only staff (χ2(2)=19.03, p=.0001), with professional 
scale research only staff rating themselves as significantly less experienced, on 
average, than academic scale staff, and with casual staff rating themselves as 
significantly less experienced, on average, than full-time staff. No significant 
differences were observed by Faculty (χ2(6)=12.22, p>.05). 
 
Figure 3.5.1 Rated experience as a research-only staff member 
3.68
3.36
2.78
3.23
3.84
1
1.5
2
2.5
3
3.5
4
4.5
5
Full time Part time Casual Professional
scale
Academic
scale
 
There was a moderate and statistically significant correlation between level of 
education completed and rated research experience (ρ(201)=.35, p=.0001) and 
between professional scale HEWA level and rated research experience 
(ρ(113)=.32, p=.001), although there was no correlation between academic scale 
level and research experience (ρ(81)=.11, p>.05). 
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3.5.2 Length of time worked as a research-only staff member 
Overall, respondents were most likely to report that they had worked as a 
research-only staff member at QUT for 1-2 years (see figure 3.5.2.1).  
Most research-only staff had not worked at other universities (68.9%), and very 
few had worked as a research-only staff member outside a university 
environment (16.0%).  
Significant group differences in length of time worked at QUT were evident 
between professional scale and academic scale research-only staff, with 
professional scale staff, on average, having worked for less time than academic 
research-only staff (χ2(6)=13.42, p=.03), although 11.2% of professional-scale 
research-only staff did report that they had worked for QUT for more than 5 
years.  
These differences were also evident by employment status. Nearly one quarter 
(24.4%) of casual research-only staff had worked for QUT for less than 6 months 
(although the modal length of time worked for this group was 1-2 years, as with 
full-time staff).  
By contrast, the most common length of time worked for QUT for part-time staff 
was more than 5 years. In all, part-time and full-time staff had worked for QUT 
for longer than other groups (χ2(12)=22.9, p=.03).   
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Figure 3.5.2.1 Length of time worked as a research-only staff member   
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No differences in length of time worked as a research-only staff member were 
observed by gender or Faculty / Institute.  
There was a strong correlation between rated work experience and length of time 
worked as a research-only staff member (ρ(197)=.66, p=.0001), a moderate 
significant correlation between professional scale HEWA level and length of time 
worked (ρ(107)=.35, p=.0001), and no significant correlation between academic 
scale level and length of time worked (ρ(72)=.21, p>.05). 
 
3.5.3 Number of previous research-only appointments 
One third (35.4%) of respondents had only had one research-only staff contract 
(their current contract), with another third (31.3%) having had two or three 
contracts (see figure 3.5.3.1).  
There were no significant differences in the number of previous research-only 
employment contracts by pay scale (χ2(7)=5.22, p>.05), employment type, 
(χ2(14)=21.01, p>.05), gender (χ2(7)=6.56, p>.05), or Faculty (χ2(42)=36.27, 
p>.05).  
Number of previous research contracts was positively correlated with self-rated 
experience level (ρ(197)=.41, p=.0001 and length of time as a research-only 
staff member (ρ(197)=.63, p=.0001, but not academic or HEWA pay level 
(ρ(107)=.16, p>.05 and ((72)=-.001, p>.05).
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Figure 3.5.3.1 Mean number of previous research-only appointments  
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3.6 Research-only tasks 
Respondents were asked which duties they performed as part of their research-
only appointments. The most frequent response was data collection (95.5%), 
followed by findings dissemination (90.4%). Interestingly, approximately half 
(49.2%) indicated that teaching was a significant part of their research-only 
appointments.  
Significant group differences were observed in terms of tasks performed: 
academic scale and full-time staff were more likely to report that they performed 
nearly all types of duties than professional-scale staff, and performed a wider 
range of duties than professional scale, part-time and casual staff. Professional-
scale staff, particularly casual professional scale staff, were most likely to be 
brought on board during data collection and analysis / dissemination phases of 
research projects (see table 3.6.1 below).   
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Table 3.6.1 Tasks performed by employment type 
 
 % performed tasks 
Tasks Professional 
scale 
(n=108) 
Academic 
scale 
(n=73) 
Full-
time 
(n=116) 
Part-
time 
(n=35) 
Casual 
professional 
(n=46) 
Total 
(n=198) 
a) Project 
conceptualisation / 
design 
64.1%# 95.9%* 89.5%* 73.5% 47.7%# 77.6% 
b) Project proposals 
e.g., ARC grantwriting, tender 
writing, budgeting 55.7%# 87.8%* 79.1%* 65.7% 38.6%# 68.0% 
c) Instrument design 
e.g.,  creating discussion 
guides, surveys, experiments or 
stimulus materials, 
development of hardware / 
software 
76.2%# 87.7%* 87.7%* 82.9%# 56.8%# 80.2% 
d) Data collection 
e.g., Literature searching, 
conducting focus groups, data 
entry, taking measurements, 
testing, calibration of 
instruments 
92.5% 98.6% 97.4%# 100%# 86.0%* 95.5% 
e) Data analysis 
e.g., statistical analysis, textual 
analysis, policy analysis 89.6%# 95.8%* 97.4%* 94.3%* 79.5%# 80.0% 
f) Findings 
dissemination 
e.g., presenting at conferences 
/ symposia, writing papers or 
reports, writing a literature 
review, curating an exhibition 
83.0%# 100%* 95.7%* 100%* 67.4%# 90.4% 
g) Research 
management 
e.g., employment and 
supervision of staff, risk 
management, organising and 
co-ordinating teams 
 
58.1%# 
 
81.9%* 8.9%* 1.8% 
 
0.9%# 
 
67.2% 
h) Administration 
e.g., filing, submission of forms, 
organising travel 
 
72.1%# 
 
85.9%* 3%* 4.3% 
 
0.5%# 
 
75.8% 
i) Teaching: 
e.g., supervision of higher 
degree students, lecturing 
 
32.6%# 
 
75.0%* 3.9%* 0.6% 
 
5.8%# 
 
49.2% 
* a significantly higher proportion at at least p<.05 
# a significantly lower proportion at at least p<.05 
A gender difference was found in terms of research-only task types. Project 
design and project management were more often undertaken by males than 
females (χ2(1)=7.10, p=.008; (χ2(1)=4.0, p=.04), at 83.0% vs 76.3% and 69.1 
% vs 64.0%.  By Faculty, no group differences in duties were found. 
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Academic staff generally undertook more complex work than professional staff 
(mean overall 1-5 ratings 3.98 (sd=.91), 3.25 (sd=.77); 
U(179)=2132.500,p=.0001). This was also the case for full-time staff as opposed 
to part-time and casual staff (mean ratings 3.75 (sd=.85), 3.24 (sd=.96); 3.19 
(sd=.14); χ2(2)=14.74, p=.001). When self-rated experience as a research-only 
staff member or length of time worked as a research-only staff member were 
included as covariates, this difference continued.  
However, when only professional scale staff of HEWA 6 and above were included 
in the comparison (making the salary levels of the respondents equivalent), the 
differences in task complexity between academic and professional scale research-
only staff disappeared (U(116)=1604.500,p>.05). 
Respondents were asked to name up to 6 key tasks that they performed as part 
of their duties. The most common response category overall was article / report 
writing (16.7%), followed by data analysis (16.1%) and literature searching / 
reviewing (10.1%). Academic staff and full-time staff were more likely to be 
involved in grant / tender writing than other groups (see table 3.6.2), and casual 
professional staff were more likely to be involved in data collection, literature 
reviewing, data entry and administrative tasks. All types of staff appeared to be 
involved in all types of research work to some degree. 
Table 3.6.2 Key tasks performed by employment type 
 
 Professional 
(n=108) 
Academic 
(n=73) 
Full-
time 
(n=116) 
Part-
time 
(n=35) 
Casual 
(n=46) 
Data analysis 18.3% 13.2% 14.6% 15.4% 17.9% 
Article / report writing 16.9% 16.5% 16.3% 16.9% 16.9% 
Literature / legal case / legislation searches / reviews 13.8% 6.6% 7.3% 8.5% 13.8% 
Data collection / experimentation 10.3% 8.1% 6.3% 8.6% 10.2% 
Administrative tasks 8.0% 5.5% 6.3% 6.9% 8.9% 
Instrument development / design 6.9% 11.0% 9.4% 7.5% 6.7% 
Data entry 5.7% 1.8% 5.3% 6.8% 7.9% 
Grant/ tender / proposal writing 4.6% 10.6% 9.5% 8.3% 4.1% 
Research management / co-ordination / supervision 
staff 
4.0% 9.5% 8.6% 7.6% 4.6% 
Recruitment 2.9% 1.1% 1.0% 2.9% 2.9% 
Editing 2.9% 0.4% 1.3% 2.8% 1.3% 
Ethics applications 1.7% 0.7% 1.1% 0.0% 2.0% 
Teaching / postgraduate supervision 1.7% 5.1% 5.0% 4.0% 0.6% 
Presentation of findings 1.1% 6.6% 5.0% 2.7% 1.1% 
Supervision of staff 1.1% 3.3% 3.0% 1.1% 1.1% 
3.7 Choice of QUT as employer 
When respondents were asked what had originally attracted them to QUT as an 
employer, the most common responses (66 comments; 51.1% of the total) were 
to do with reputational factors. Most of the comments relating to reputational 
factors specifically mentioned a type or area of research for which QUT was 
renowned (56.1%), or that they were particularly interested in (18.2%); 14 
comments (25.7%) mentioned the expertise of staff at QUT. In addition to the 
reputational comments, 42 comments (32.5%) made some mention of studying 
at QUT, whether previously or currently, and 21 comments (16.3%) mentioned 
that they possessed the skills or expertise for a position QUT was offering. 
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The reasons for continuing to choose QUT as employer were more varied, but the 
most common response was about the staff member’s relationship with their 
immediate research team and supervisor (19.4%). Another 10% cited a 
continuing interest in their area of research; 9% appreciated flexible working 
hours and other working arrangements. 
A moderate proportion of respondents (8.4%, 13 staff) indicated that they were 
not staying or that they could not think of a reason to continue to choose QUT as 
their employer. Two of these individuals had been offered work elsewhere. Most 
of the remainder (7 out of 11) were casual professional scale research-only staff.  
 
3.7.1 Reasons for continuing to choose QUT as employer 
 
Category of response (n=155)  
Immediate work team / supervisor 19.4% 
Interest in research area 9.7% 
Flexible working hours / 
arrangements 
9.0% 
Project continues 9.0% 
Autonomy / independence 8.4% 
Studying here 7.7% 
Convenient location 5.8% 
Not staying 5.8% 
Career progression opportunities 4.5% 
Innovative / "real world" research 4.5% 
Support for research initiative / 
innovation 
3.2% 
Can't think of a reason 2.6% 
Pay / benefits 1.9% 
Work available here 1.9% 
Facilities - pool /gym etc 1.3% 
Good working conditions 1.3% 
Hard to find work elsewhere 1.3% 
Improve my skills / knowledge 1.3% 
Reputation of QUT 1.3% 
 
3.8 Working as a research-only staff member 
Respondents provided feedback on various aspects of their working conditions at 
QUT. They assigned a 1-5 rating ranging from “very poor” to “excellent” to 9 
aspects of their working arrangements, and also assigned an overall rating to 
working at QUT. They were also invited to provide more detailed written feedback 
on each item. 
Mean ratings assigned to each item are presented in figure 3.8.1 below. A 
Friedman test for repeated measures over time revealed that career progression, 
induction and orientation and reward and recognition received significantly lower 
ratings than working conditions, resourcing and skill development (χ2(8)=177.86, 
p=.0001). 
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Figure 3.8.1 Working as a research-only staff member: mean ratings  
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3.8.1 Recruitment and appointment processes 
The mean rating assigned to recruitment and appointment processes was 3.13 
(sd=0.9), an average rating of “neutral”. There were no significant group 
differences in mean ratings between professional and academic scale staff 
[U(170)=2798.500,p>.05].; full-time, part-time and casual staff (χ2(2)=.48, 
p>.05); Faculties / Institutes (χ2(6)=5.21, p>.05), or by gender 
[U(195)=2132.500,p>.05]. 
Figure 3.8.1.1 Mean ratings: Recruitment and appointment processes 
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Positive comments emphasised approachable senior staff and effective 
management. 
Excellent… direct and candid liaison with senior management - unlike other 
universities. (academic scale, full-time) 
The recruitment and selection process was fine. Very thorough and professional. 
(professional scale, part-time) 
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Casual staff were concerned about finding research work, described recruitment 
as ad hoc, and expressed concerns about the pay levels they were appointed at. 
I do not know of any universal advertising mechanism for research jobs. Basically 
you need to be in the know and talk to a few people to get your foot in the door. 
(professional scale, casual)  
Professional staff expressed concerns about funding for salaries, HEWA levels and 
the research-only position descriptors. 
Grants are won and RAs are appointed based on funding available. Sometimes 
RAs are employed at a HEW5 level but are then asked to undertake higher level 
data analysis, write papers or manage the project - tasks that would require a 
HEW6 or 7. RA descriptors need to be more inclusive with regards to specific 
tasks per level. (professional scale, full-time) 
The classification / descriptors for RAs up to Level 6 are very useful, but this 
needs to be expanded to allow for appointments at a higher level. We have a 
need for higher pay rates for very experienced research staff who are not in the 
academic stream, and it is extremely difficult to appoint someone above level 6. 
(professional scale, full-time) 
Staff from all levels, employment types and Faculties gave feedback about 
appointment processes.  
…appointment process very slow. Took 3 weeks to obtain computer access. 
(academic scale, full-time) 
Getting the appointment organised was a nightmare, taking the better part of a 
month before I finally had access to all the systems etc. (professional scale, part-
time)  
 
3.8.2 Induction / orientation procedures 
The mean rating assigned to induction / orientation procedures was 2.63 
(sd=1.1), an average rating between “neutral” and “poor”.  
There were no significant group differences in mean ratings between professional 
and academic scale staff [U(170)=2634.500,p>.05], but there were differences 
found between full-time, part-time and casual staff (χ2(2)=7.02, p=.03), with 
casual staff assigning significantly lower mean ratings than other staff types. 
 There were differences in ratings between Faculties / Institutes (χ2(6)=18.63, 
p=.005), with Business research-only staff assigning a lower mean rating to 
induction / orientation procedures than those from other Faculties (Business 
mean rating=2.00, sd=1.1). Females also assigned a lower average rating to this 
item than males [U(195)=2915.00,p=.01]. 
 These findings may be due to the relatively high proportion of casual research-
only staff respondents from the Faculty of Business, and the comparatively high 
proportion of female casual research staff. 
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Figure 3.8.2.1 Mean ratings: Induction / orientation procedures 
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Positive comments pertained to induction procedures developed in two research 
centres that seemed to work well. 
Not much that I have seen from QUT, but within the Centre we have developed a 
good system - possibly QUT has improved their system as well, but now that we 
have our own processes in place, we tend to stick with them. (professional scale, 
full-time) 
In my Faculty we have developed an induction package for new RAs. They are 
made to feel welcome and know they can visit our research centre at any time. 
(professional scale, full-time) 
All types of research staff commented that they had not received any formal 
induction or orientation, and that it taken them some time to become familiar 
with QUT processes and procedures.  
Didn't receive any induction including OH&S. (professional scale, full-time) 
I had virtually had no induction whatsoever.  Perhaps it was assumed that 
because I was a student at QUT. I didn't need this.  It took me a lengthy period 
of time to come up to speed with the structures, processes and administrative 
requirements. (academic scale, full-time) 
I learned everything on the job by myself with the help of an extremely kind PhD 
student and a family member who is a research director at another university. 
Since then I have trained the RAs who have come on board after me - all 
unofficially. (professional scale, full-time) 
No induction or help or training given, had to seek out who to ask in this area ... 
learning by mistakes initially. (professional scale, casual) 
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3.8.3 Working conditions 
Figure 3.8.3.1. Mean ratings: Working conditions 
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The mean rating assigned to working conditions was 3.36 (sd=1.0), an average 
rating between “neutral” and “good”.  
There were no significant group differences in mean ratings between professional 
and academic scale staff [U(170)=2958.00,p>.05], or between full-time, part-
time and casual staff (χ2(2)=1.65, p>.05).  
There was no gender difference in ratings given to the working conditions 
question [U(195)=3688.00,p>.05]. However, BEE staff assigned a lower rating 
for working conditions, on average, than the other Faculties (mean BEE 2.43 
(sd=85); χ2(6)=23.55, p=.001).  
BEE staff commented on a lack of research culture leading to a general lack of 
support of research-only staff:  
The basic problem seems to be that teaching staff (with no research activity / 
capability) have a vested interest in ensuring that there is no improvement to the 
research profile of QUT. QUT needs to do a lot to change that culture, and 
actively enable research staff. (Academic scale, full-time, BEE) 
Job security was a key issue for research-only staff in several Faculties, with 
multiple requests for ongoing positions and benefits associated with longer 
contract lengths. 
When is QUT going to provide permanent positions for research staff?  It can be 
difficult for a person to get a home loan without a permanent position. (academic 
scale, part-time) 
Job insecurity. Contracts constantly being renewed at the last minute. Because 
my contracts are all so short I am unable to access salary-sacrificing, and I get a 
lower rate of super than staff on longer contracts. (professional scale, part-time) 
I constantly worry about my future at QUT. There is no certainty with contracts 
and fellowships. I think I am a sound researcher, publish quite productively, put 
my best effort into my work but I get no affirmation about this from QUT. I feel I 
could be disposable when my contract expires. (academic scale, full-time) 
Other staff also indicated they did not feel valued by QUT.  
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All research staff are lumped together, and the general perception is that we are 
all transient RAs - which is highly annoying and offensive. The attitude of 
administrators reflects the QUT culture which is that research-only academic staff 
are not as valuable as teaching staff. (academic scale, full-time) 
Generally research staff fall between the gaps! Especially regarding availability of 
financial aid regarding conference expenses and travel. Research staff miss the 
boat - Academic staff have greater access to QUT travel funds as do the students. 
Research funding does not cover the requested budget let alone provide 
conference expenses for research staff. (professional scale, full-time) 
Some academic staff praised the flexibility and autonomy associated with their 
jobs, and support from management. 
Our area is good - very flexible work hours which aids, part-time productivity. 
(academic scale, full-time) 
The flexibility and autonomy are second to none.  These are the predominant 
reasons I love my job. (academic scale, full-time) 
Excellent support from project leader/s and senior team members. (academic 
scale, full-time) 
3.8.4  Resourcing 
Figure 3.8.4.1 Mean ratings: Resourcing 
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The mean rating assigned to resourcing was 3.35 (sd=0.9), an average rating 
between “neutral” and “good”.  
There were no significant group differences in mean ratings between professional 
and academic scale staff [U(170)=2872.00,p>.05], or between full-time, part-
time and casual staff (χ2(2)=2872.00, p>.05). There was no gender difference in 
ratings given to the resourcing item [U(195)=3831.00,p>.05].  
However, a difference by Faculty was observed: BEE staff assigned a lower rating 
for resourcing, on average, than the other Faculties (mean BEE=2.5 (sd=1.5); 
χ2(6)=20.47, p=.002). BEE staff commented particularly on research culture, 
provision of computers and technical support: 
…only provided an old PC… it represents a workplace culture that is not serious 
about supporting research.  Research needs good facilities (I have worked in 4 
research institutions during my career and this has by far the WORST support for 
research). (BEE) 
No computers supplied - all despite demands for high research output. (BEE) 
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there has been no provision of computing equipment for myself for 4 years (I 
have had to buy replacement desktop computers from research grants). (BEE) 
Working in open-plan plan offices caused some comment in this category. 
There is an increasing shift ... towards housing research-only staff in shared 
spaces. In my area, I am within 5 metres of 3 other people. The floor itself which 
is open-plan houses about 8. This can be an extremely challenging, sometimes 
detrimental work environment in which to actually conduct research. (academic 
scale, full-time) 
Good but working in an open plan office is not productive, especially in the data 
collection phase. Telephone interviewing is made difficult. (professional scale, full-
time) 
 
3.8.5 Skill development – availability  
Figure 3.8.5.1 Mean ratings: skill development - availability 
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The mean rating assigned to skill development availability was 3.29 (sd=1.9), an 
overall rating between “neutral” and “good”. Professional and academic scale staff 
ratings did not differ significantly [U(170)=2856.00,p>.05], and there was no 
difference between full-time, part-time and casual staff in this regard 
(χ2(2)=1.33, p>.05) gender difference in [U(195)=3831.00,p>.05]. BEE staff 
assigned a lower mean rating to skill development access than Business and 
Education staff (mean BEE=2.7 (sd=1.1); mean Business=3.4 (sd=2.5); mean 
Education=3.57 (sd=1.9); χ2(6)=13.41, p=.03). No other Faculty differences 
were observed. 
Some research-only staff indicated that they were not aware of development 
opportunities, or that they were only available to other staff types. 
As far as I am aware, there are few (if any) relevant research skill development 
opportunities for research-only staff. (academic scale, part-time) 
I have heard that there are, in theory, some courses available, but have not 
heard anything about what they are or how to access them. (professional scale, 
part-time) 
Some opportunities seem to be only available to permanent staff - there are 
many research staff like myself who have worked on casual contracts for many 
years at QUT and need these opportunities. (professional scale, casual) 
Business, Education and Carseldine staff talked about locally based opportunities 
that had recently become available: 
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There has been a big improvement in skill development opportunities over the 
last year or so. (professional scale, casual, Education) 
There are a whole range of opportunities available to us both in terms of formal 
workshops / training and informal opportunities provided by academic staff. 
(academic scale, full-time, Carseldine) 
Theoretically. I think very good - plenty of opportunities for staff training / 
external courses etc. BUT being able to access these depends entirely on the 
supervisor. And it seems that in many schools RAs are NOT given those 
opportunities. Disinclined to pay for courses where necessary. and in many cases, 
particularly for part-time staff. They are expected to attend in their own time if 
they ARE approved to undertake training. We are much more proactive in this 
regard and see it as a valuable exercise in both training staff and encouraging a 
career focus for research staff. (professional scale, full-time, Carseldine) 
One research-only staff member suggested centralisation of resources in order to 
increase awareness of and access to opportunities. 
QUT appears to be making an genuine attempt to provide a range of skill 
development opportunities for RO staff and this is commendable. One suggestion 
would be to try and collate all the training opportunities a bit more. Perhaps a 
'research staff centre' webspace similar to the research students centre? 
(academic scale, full-time) 
3.8.6 Skill development – relevance 
 Figure 3.8.6.1 Mean ratings: Skill development relevance 
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The mean rating assigned to skill development relevance was very similar to that 
assigned for skill development availability, at 3.32 (sd=1.7), an overall rating 
between “neutral” and “good”. 
 Professional and academic scale staff ratings did not differ significantly 
[U(170)=2930.500,p>.05], and there was no difference between full-time, part-
time and casual staff in this regard (χ2(2)=1.43, p>.05) gender difference in 
[U(195)=3091.500,p>.05].  
As with skill development availability, BEE staff assigned a lower mean rating to 
skill development relevance than Business and Health staff (mean BEE=2.5 
(sd=0.9); mean Business=3.76 (sd=1.04)); mean Health=4.21 (sd=.78); 
χ2(6)=20.34, p=.002). 
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3.8.7.Skill development opportunities – quality 
Figure 3.8.7.1 Mean ratings: Skill development - quality 
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The mean rating assigned to skill development quality was very similar to that 
assigned for skill development availability and skill development relevance, at 
3.31 (sd=1.04), an overall rating between “neutral” and “good”.  
Professional and academic scale staff ratings did not differ significantly 
[U(170)=2375.00,p>.05], and nor did full-time, part-time and casual staff ratings 
(χ2(2)=5.55, p>.05). There were no gender differences [U(195)=2372.00,p>.05], 
or differences between Faculties ((χ2(9.84)=, p>.05) in mean skill development 
quality rating. 
Respondents who were aware of staff development opportunities offered fairly 
positive comments about skill development opportunity quality. 
Overall very high quality.  Library liaison and resources are of very high quality. 
(professional scale, full-time) 
Relatively good.  The CLI in Faculty of ED offer a lot of seminars. (professional 
scale, casual) 
I would like to see more research-based workshops especially with writing and 
grants. (professional scale, full-time) 
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3.8.8. Reward and recognition 
Figure 3.8.8.1 Mean ratings: Reward and recognition 
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The mean rating given to reward and recognition was 2.63 (sd=1.25), an overall 
rating between “neutral” and “poor”.  
Professional and academic scale staff ratings did not differ significantly 
[U(170)=2842.00,p>.05]. There was no difference between full-time, part-time 
and casual staff ratings (χ2(2)=1.88, p>.05), nor a gender difference 
[U(195)=7442.500,p>.05]. No Faculty difference was observed (χ2(6)=1.88, 
p>.05). 
One key theme in response to this question was that research staff at all levels 
felt “invisible” and received insufficient acknowledgement and support in two key 
areas: (a) remuneration and benefits, and (b) celebration of achievements. 
I think there could be some recognition that some research staff have worked at 
QUT for many years but are on multiple casual contracts because of the nature of 
the research grants they are employed on - these people are denied the 
opportunities available to 'permanent' staff. (professional scale, casual) 
I think many staff who keep projects up and running are not acknowledged 
throughout the faculty as valuable and talented researchers.(professional scale, 
casual) 
…not really recognised at all at either University, Faculty or school level; we are 
forgotten about. (professional scale, full-time) 
Research only staff who commence at QUT often do much of the actual work in 
research and yet receive very little recompense or recognition for their activities. 
This is counter productive. (academic scale, full-time) 
There is very little of this. Research is tough-you invest your lifestyle, time and 
almost all your energy of your waking day into your work and see little (or far off) 
returns. We do it for the love of it - but sometimes you come to the point where 
you ask yourself - can I love something that gives me no rewards in return, no 
security for my future? (academic scale, full-time) 
Several respondents on the academic scale called for equal standing for research-
only staff with research-and-teaching staff. 
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Research-only staff, in my experience,, are treated by both the Faculties and 
Schools as "pairs of hands". However, many senior research-only staff contribute 
more (in terms of higher degree student supervision, research papers, bringing in 
external funding and intellectual leadership) than many "academic" members of 
staff and should, in my opinion, be recognised for what they really are: 
"Research-only academics". (academic scale, full-time) 
Positive comments most often referred to the support of immediate supervisors 
and their immediate work area. 
…pay isn't sufficient for what I do - my manager is very supportive though. 
(professional scale, casual) 
3.8.9 Career progression  
Figure 3.8.9.1 Mean ratings: Career progression   
2.40 2.38 2.23 2.31
2.53
2.39
1
1.5
2
2.5
3
3.5
4
4.5
5
Overall
(n=174)
Professional
scale (n=99)
Academic
scale (n=71)
Full-time
(n=109)
Part-time
(n=33)
Casual
(n=44)
 
The mean rating given to career progression was 2.40 (sd=1.2), an overall rating 
between “neutral” and “poor”.  
Professional and academic scale staff ratings did not differ significantly 
[U(170)=2476.00,p>.05]. There was no difference between full-time, part-time 
and casual staff ratings (χ2(2)=.49, p>.05), and no gender difference 
[U(195)=2983.500,p>.05]. No Faculty difference was observed (χ2(6)=9.50, 
p>.05). 
Comments from staff on both scales emphasised short-term contracts based on 
research grants and a lack of continuity of employment, and the implications of 
this for retention of quality research staff in the medium term.   
Career progression currently at QUT for research only staff: if you get a 
Fellowship you have a job; if you get a grant you can employ someone; the moral 
is "swim or sink". A commitment by QUT beyond the current funding cycle would 
help research only staff to think of the university as more than just an incubator 
for the sandstones. A longer event horizon would also help researchers to think 
longer term than 3-5 years and so encourage them to think bigger picture. 
(academic scale, full-time) 
None that I know of.  From what I understand, QUT does not employ ECRs as 
research fellows, does not offer competitive postdoc fellowships like Griffith & UQ 
etc.  QUT appears to be building a research profile through research professors 
only; however, this is to the neglect of the next generation of researchers who 
will need to continue to put QUT on the map in 10 or 15 years time. (professional 
scale, casual) 
Need to improve progression opportunities if QUT wishes to retain experienced 
research staff.(academic scale, full-time) 
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 54
Several comments indicated that research did not appear to be seen as a valid 
career choice, and that teaching was necessary if a researcher was to progress. 
Pathways appear very limited, with a requirement to transfer into teaching 
positions rather than pursuing ongoing research work. It seems silly to push high 
achieving researchers into teaching or admin roles, which will reduce their ability 
to do what they do best. (academic scale, full-time) 
It is not seen as a valid career choice, therefore little in the way of development 
is offered. Research positions are seen by many as something you do to fill in 
time before commencing your PhD. (professional scale, part time) 
Positive comments indicated that, at least in some areas, career progression 
options in research within QUT were emerging. 
I have secured a tenured position in the School of Management to begin following 
the completion of my post doctoral fellowship (Dec 2008).  At least 3 other post-
docs have had the same experience. (academic scale, full-time) 
 
3.8.10 Support and development overall 
Figure 3.8.10.1 Mean ratings: Support and development overall 
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The mean overall rating assigned to the overall support and development 
provided to research-only staff was 2.81 (sd=1.07).  
There was no difference between ratings given by professional and academic 
scale staff [U(170)=2603.00,p>.05], or full-time, part-time and casual staff 
(χ2(2)=1.32, p>.05). There were no gender differences [U(195)=3214.5,p>.05], 
or differences between Faculties ((χ2(6)10.92=, p>.05) in mean overall support 
rating. 
Comments in this section reiterated key themes in previous questions, the most 
prevalent of which related to job security and other forms of recognition from the 
university. 
The major problem that research-only staff face is common to all universities and 
is a reflection of the under-resourcing of research in Australia -- there is no real 
job security. Employment is from project to project and is dependent on grant 
funding.  Often you find yourself writing grants to employ you next year.  
Contracts tend to be short also. So there is a constant anxiety over future 
employment.  Research-only staff members also feel a bit invisible amongst their 
academic colleagues. (casual, professional) 
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Improving, but the fact that they (RAs) come under the Professional Staff 
classification means they "fall through the cracks" on a number of issues, e.g., 
promotional opportunities, opportunities to attend conferences and present their 
work, flexibility in pay / hours worked needs to be tailored to the needs of 
specialist research tasks, e.g., data collection outside normal hours. (professional, 
full-time) 
Other research-only staff mentioned administrative requirements and a perceived 
emphasis on teaching.  
QUT is in the early stages of ramping up its research capacity. Its structures are 
currently geared towards satisfying teaching and compliance issues. I spend a lot 
of my time filling out paperwork - forms to employ a new research assistant; 
forms to set up an account; forms about the progress of a student- and the thing 
is I'm not getting any better at filling out forms; I'm no good at it. So my 
suggestion is to get someone else to do it. (academic, full time) 
…research-only staff appear to be seen as second-rate in relation to teaching staff 
under the QUT system.  While we often take responsibility for grant writing. 
project management, data analysis, developing and maintaining relationships 
with external clients, securing research contracts, etc…it appears that QUT as a 
whole does not recognise that our work is equivalent (and sometimes more 
difficult) than teaching. (academic, full time) 
A recurring theme throughout was good support from the staff member’s 
immediate supervisor, their work area, and academic colleagues. 
Find colleagues supportive but organisation infrastructure to support and develop 
simply does not exist. (professional, full-time) 
Support from immediate management and other academic staff. (professional, 
casual) 
I receive a lot of support and encouragement from my Director and academics 
across the university in terms of my academic development. (academic, full time) 
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3.9 Requests for support and skills development 
Respondents were invited to give up to three research competencies in which 
they would most like skill development. Overall, data analysis was the most 
common response (28.3%), with writing being another common response 
(23.2%) (see table 3.9.1). All categories of competency were present on both 
academic and professional-scale lists in fairly equal proportions. 
Table 3.9.1 Requests for support and skills development 
Category % responses 
(n=138) 
Analysis - type 
unspecified 
28.3% 
Writing - type 
unspecified 
23.2% 
Writing for publication 11.6% 
Analysis - quantitative 7.2% 
Career development 6.5% 
Research design 5.8% 
Mentoring 3.6% 
Project management 3.6% 
Analysis - qualitative 2.9% 
Grant / tender writing 2.9% 
Literature searching 2.9% 
Administrative 
procedures 
1.4% 
 
3.10 Research Productivity Barriers and Facilitators  
3.10.1 Barriers to research productivity 
Respondents listed up to three barriers or impediments to their research 
productivity at QUT. Three hundred and sixteen responses were coded; the top 
single response category was “research equipment” (10.12%), although this 
comment was less prevalent amongst IHBI and IT staff (see table 3.10.1.1). 
Comments relating to various aspects of research administration (paperwork, 
approvals) accounted for 22.2% of the total comments made. Academic research-
only staff members appeared more likely to comment on equipment and lack of 
funding than professional research-only staff; professional-scale research-only 
staff were more likely to talk about a lack of supervisory support and lack of 
space. A very high proportion of casual staff comments (31.6%) were about 
administration, particularly timesheets, appointment forms and other paperwork.  
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Table 3.10.1.1 Key barriers to research productivity 
 
Response category 
% 
(n=316) 
Research equipment 10.1% 
Administration - type not specified 9.2% 
Lack of supervisory support  7.9% 
Lack of funding  7.9% 
Administration - paperwork 7.9% 
Technical support 7.3% 
Resources - space  7.0% 
Lack of time  6.0% 
Job security  5.4% 
Administration - approvals 5.1% 
Lack of research support staff  4.7% 
Non-research work  4.4% 
Lack of collegiality  3.8% 
Reward and recognition  3.2% 
Problems dealing with other staff  2.5% 
Occupational health and safety 
related 
1.9% 
Lack of orientation/ induction  1.9% 
Lack of career development  1.6% 
Lack of opportunities to pursue 
ideas  
1.3% 
Meetings  0.9% 
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3.10.2 Facilitators of research productivity 
Table 3.10.2.1 Research productivity facilitators by employment type 
 
As detailed in table 3.10.2.1, one in five research-only staff commented that their 
research-only or research-and-teaching colleagues were key factors facilitating 
their research productivity, in terms of support, inspiration and camaraderie. 
Research equipment, particularly in IT and IHBI, was another key facilitator. The 
Library was repeatedly mentioned both in terms of assistance and support 
provided by librarians and the resources provided. 
IT systems were also often mentioned by research-only staff (particularly those 
on the academic scale) – that High Performance Computing systems were very 
good, network access was consistent, and that desktop computers were available 
for their use. The support of administrative staff in the staff member’s immediate 
work area was also acknowledged as a facilitator.   
 Academic 
(n=127) 
Professional 
(n=156) 
Full time 
(n=187) 
Part time 
(n=55) 
Casual 
(n=72) 
Total 
(n=259) 
Colleagues 19.8% 22.6% 25.0% 18.7% 20.3% 30.6% 
Research equipment 10.8% 11.3% 15.6% 11.7% 8.5% 13.9% 
Library systems 10.8% 10.1% 9.4% 11.1% 6.8% 11.1% 
Immediate supervisor 4.5% 12.6% 3.1% 8.8% 10.2% 6.9% 
Library assistance 4.5% 6.3% 3.1% 2.3% 11.9% 6.9% 
IT systems 17.1% 10.1% 9.4% 14.6% 13.6% 6.9% 
Administrative staff in 
immediate work area 
6.3% 8.2% 3.1% 7.6% 6.8% 5.6% 
IT support 2.7% 1.9% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 4.2% 
Skill development 
opportunities 
2.7% 4.4% 3.1% 3.5% 3.4% 4.2% 
Flexibility (working 
hours, working from 
home) 
2.7% 3.1% 3.1% 1.8% 5.1% 4.2% 
Research infrastructure 
- equipment, space 
0.9% 5.0% 9.4% 4.1% 5.1% 2.8% 
Office of Research 3.6% 1.3% 0.0% 2.3% 1.7% 1.4% 
Autonomy, 
independence 
2.7% 1.3% 6.3% 2.3% 3.4% 1.4% 
Access to / assistance 
with grants  
4.5% 1.9% 9.4% 5.3% 3.4% 0.0% 
Conference support 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 
Industry links 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
Reward and recognition 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
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4.   PROJECT LEADER SURVEY FINDINGS 
Section Summary 
 Section 
Response rates 
A total of 117 research project leaders responded to the research 
project leader survey. The majority of respondents were from the 
Faculties of Education, Health, and Science, although most Faculties 
and Institutes were represented. 
4.1 
Employment of research-only staff 
Three quarters of respondents had employed at least one professional 
scale research-only staff member in the previous twelve months, and 
half had employed at least one academic research-only staff member. 
On average, academic research-only staff had been employed for 50% 
of research projects, and professional-scale research-only staff had 
been employed for 68% of research projects. 
Project leaders who had not employed research-only staff in the last 
twelve months most commonly cited lack of research funds and their 
research not requiring it as reasons. 
Over the previous 12 months, project leaders estimated that they had 
employed 45.5% of their professional scale research-only staff on a 
single casual contract, and 36.4% on multiple casual contracts. 
Academic scale research-only staff were most commonly employed on 
fixed-term full-time contracts. 
4.2 
Importance of research-only staff to research productivity 
The mean 1-5 importance rating assigned by project leaders to 
professional scale research-only staff was 4.4, and to academic scale 
research-only staff was 4.2, both ratings between “important” and 
“very important”. 
4.3 
Salaries and funding 
Project leaders used various methods to determine the pay levels of 
their research-only staff. Research skills required was the most 
commonly mentioned method, with one quarter of project leaders 
indicating that they used the EBA research staff classification 
descriptors. Funding availability was another key determinant of salary 
level. 
External research grants other than ARC or NH&MRC schemes were 
the most frequently reported research-only staff salary source. 
Industry / commercial funds, ARC grants and Internal grants / seeding 
funds were other common funding sources. One fifth of project leaders 
reported that they had used their own personal funds to employ 
professional scale research-only staff. 
4.4 
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Recruitment of research-only staff 
The most common method of recruitment by far was word of mouth 
and professional contacts. Recruitment from the student body was 
another frequently employed method. 
On average, project leaders found it average to moderately difficult to 
find suitable professional scale and academic scale research-only staff 
(means 3.5 and 3.3 on a 1-5 scale from “very easy” to “very 
difficult”). 
Main reasons given for this included: having to use personal contacts 
to source potential staff, lack of job security as a deterrent for 
potential research staff, competing with industry for staff, and 
selective research-only staff skills deficits. 
4.5 
Research-only staff research tasks 
Project leaders most commonly employed both professional and 
academic scale research-only staff to conduct data analysis and data 
collection, literature reviews, and paper / report writing.  There was no 
significant difference in the types of tasks performed by professional 
scale and academic scale research-only staff. 
4.6 
Satisfaction with research-only staff skills 
On average, project leaders were satisfied with research-only staff 
skills (means 4.1 professional and 4.0 academic, 1-5 scale ranging 
from “not at all satisfied” to “very satisfied”). Project leaders 
commented that with active recruitment and ongoing commitment to 
develop and train research-only staff, that positive outcomes were 
forthcoming. They noted that with short-term contracts, it was difficult 
to retain staff long enough to develop sufficient skill levels. 
4.7 
Project leader ratings: QUT support and development of 
research-only staff 
Project leaders rated various aspects of the working conditions of 
research-only staff on a 1 to 5 scale, ranging from “very poor” to 
“excellent”. All mean ratings fell between “poor” and “neutral”, with 
the lowest mean ratings assigned to career progression opportunities 
(professional staff) (mean 1.89) and career progression opportunities 
(academic staff) (mean 2.09). Reward and recognition (professional 
staff) also obtained a low rating (mean 2.13). 
4.8 
Areas for support and development of research-only staff 
Project leaders indicated that key areas for support of both academic 
and professional scale research-only staff were: 
- career development 
- recognition and respect 
- job security 
4.9 
Barriers to research-only staff productivity 
Project leaders indicated that key barriers to research-only staff 
productivity were: 
- lack of job security / career prospects 
- paperwork / administration procedures 
- lack of funding, and workloads / lack of time 
4.10 
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Enablers of research-only staff productivity 
Project leaders indicated that key enablers of research-only staff 
productivity were: 
- collegial environment, supportive colleagues and immediate 
management 
- resources / equipment / facilities (provision of desks, phones and 
computers) 
- project funding, support from the Library and Office of Research 
4.11 
Suggestions for improvement of QUT’s research-only staff 
processes 
The main suggestions made regarding improvements to research-only 
staff processes and procedures were: 
- development of research-only staff networks for support and skill 
development 
- providing continuity of employment by “sharing” research only 
staff between projects 
- employ research managers / co-ordinators for each Centre to 
provide necessary support and development of research-only staff 
and allocate research work 
4.12 
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This report section documents the findings of an online survey conducted with 
QUT research project leaders. Staff members who were or had been chief 
investigators on internally or externally funded research projects were invited to 
respond.  
The survey comprised questions relating to: 
- employment of research-only staff 
- research-only staff salaries and funding sources 
- the importance of research-only staff 
- tasks performed by research-only staff 
- satisfaction with research-only staff skills 
- satisfaction with QUT support and development of research-only staff 
- research-only staff: barriers and enablers 
4.1 Response rates 
A total of 117 research project leaders responded to the research project leader 
survey. Ninety of the respondents indicated their classification and pay level; of 
these, 91.0% were academic staff, 4.4% were professional-scale staff from HEWA 
8 to 10, and 4.5% were senior staff. The classifications of respondents are broken 
down in figure 4.1.1. 
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Figure 4.1.1. Project leader respondent classifications 
N=117 
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The best-represented organisational areas in the sample were Education (19.7%), 
Health (18.8%), and Science (13.7%). Information Technology, Law and Built 
Environment and Engineering each contributed 7.7% of the sample. Relatively 
few project leaders from the Institutes, Carseldine and TILS responded to the 
survey (see table 4.1.1). 
Table 4.1.1 Research project leader respondents by organisational area 
 
Faculty/ Institute/ Division % (n=117) 
Built Environment and Engineering 7.7% 
Business 9.4% 
Carseldine 2.6% 
Creative Industries 6.0% 
Education 19.7% 
Health 18.8% 
Institute of Health and Biomedical 
Innovation 
2.6% 
Information Security Institute 1.7% 
Institute for Sustainable Resources 1.7% 
Information Technology 7.7% 
Law 7.7% 
Science 13.7% 
Technology Information and Learning 
Support 
0.9% 
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4.2 Employment of research-only staff 
Project leaders were asked how many different academic and professional scale 
research-only staff they had employed in the last 12 months. Responses are 
tabulated in table 4.2.1. Three quarters of respondents (73.3%) had employed at 
least one professional-scale research-only staff member in the last 12 months, 
and half had employed at least one academic-scale research-only staff member 
(51.4%). When data were cross-tabulated, project leaders had most commonly 
employed one academic and one professional-scale research-only staff member in 
the previous twelve months (see table 4.2.1). 
Table 4.2.1 Proportion of project leaders employing research-only staff by research-only 
staff classification 
 % Employed research-
only staff professional 
scale 
(n=90) 
% Employed 
research-only staff 
academic scale 
(n=109) 
Have never employed 13.3%   32.1% 
None in the last 12 months 13.3% 16.5% 
1 20.0% 22.9% 
2 15.6% 13.8% 
3 13.3% 5.5% 
4 8.9% 3.7% 
5 4.4% 1.8% 
More than 5 11.1% 3.7% 
 
Of the project leaders who had employed at least one research-only staff member 
in the last twelve months, the median proportions of research projects they had 
employed research-only staff for were 50% (academic-scale research-only staff) 
and 68% (professional-scale research-only staff). Responses ranged from 0 to 
100% of projects. The most common responses to this question were 100% of 
projects (employed professional-scale research-only staff) and 50% of projects 
(employing academic-scale research-only staff). 
4.2.1 Reasons for non-employment of research-only staff 
Project leaders who indicated that they had not employed a research-only staff 
member in the last 12 months were asked why they had not done so. Multiple 
responses were permitted. 
The most common reasons for not employing research-only staff members of 
both academic and professional types were: lack of funds (33.3% professional, 
45.0% academic), and the research not requiring it (37.5% professional,  34.0% 
academic). Other key reasons included not being able to find suitable staff 
members to employ, and difficulties with employment processes (see table 
4.2.1.1). 
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Table 4.2.1.1 Reasons for not employing research-only staff 
 Professional scale 
research-only staff 
% project leaders 
(n=24) 
Academic scale 
research-only 
staff 
% project 
leaders (n=53) 
Haven’t needed to – lack of time to 
do research 
4.2% 5.7% 
Haven’t needed to – my research 
hasn’t required it 
37.5% 34.0% 
Lack of project funds 33.3% 45.0% 
Research-only staff don’t have the 
skills I need 
4.2% 5.7% 
Difficulties finding research-only staff 
to employ 
8.3% 11.3% 
Difficulties with processes to do with 
employing research-only staff 
12.5% 7.5% 
Other reason 16.7% 18.9% 
 
‘Other’ reasons included preferring to employ research-only staff at research 
partner Institutions, security issues, and a feeling that the best research-only 
staff were ‘earmarked’ for other projects. Some project leaders indicated that 
they preferred to employ RAs than academic-scale staff because they were 
cheaper, and others indicated that they preferred to employ academic-scale staff 
because they were more skilled.  
4.2.2 Bases for research-only staff employment 
Project leaders reported that in the last 12 months they had employed, on 
average, 45.5% of their professional scale research-only staff on a single casual 
contract, with another 36.4% employed on multiple casual contracts. Fixed term 
full-time and part-time contracts accounted for a further 13.6% of professional-
scale staff contracts. 
Academic-scale research-only staff had most commonly been employed on fixed-
term full-time contracts (81.8%), with an average of 13.7% on fixed-term part-
time contracts (see table 4.2.2.1).  
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Table 4.2.2.1 Bases for research-only staff employment 
4.3 Importance of research-only staff to research productivity 
Project leaders assigned a 1-5 rating to the importance of research-only staff to 
their research productivity. The mean importance rating for professional-scale 
research-only staff was 4.4 (sd=1.0), and for academic research-only staff was 
4.2 (sd=1.2), ie., between “important” and “very important” for both research-
only staff types. The ratings ranged from 1 to 5, with the most common rating 
assigned being ‘5’ (35.9% of ratings for both). 
4.4 Salaries and funding 
Project leaders used various methods to determine the salary levels of their 
research-only staff employees. The most common method for both was to think 
about the skills required (41.0% for professional scale; 27.4% for academic 
scale). The research staff classification descriptors provided in the Enterprise 
Bargaining Agreements were also useful to one quarter of project leaders (24.8% 
for both). Funding availability and project budget were other key determinants of 
pay levels (funding availability – 23.1% professional scale; 23.9% academic 
scale; budget and hours – 21.4% professional scale; 18.8% academic scale). 
The level that employee or another employee had been employed at previously 
were more often used by project leaders to determine professional-scale research 
only staff pay levels than academic staff pay levels. The ‘other’ way most 
commonly used was referring to the industry standard pay rate. 
 Professional scale 
research-only staff 
average employed 
(n=~180) 
Academic scale 
research-only staff 
average employed 
(n=~120) 
Sessional / Casual – a single 
contract 
45.5% - 
Sessional / Casual – multiple 
contracts 
36.4% - 
Fixed-term fractional / part-time 4.5% 13.7% 
Fixed-term full-time 9.1% 81.8% 
Ongoing full-time 1.5% 4.5% 
On a consultancy basis / through 
the staff member’s ABN 
1.5% 0.0% 
Another way (please specify): 0.0% 0.0% 
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Table 4.4.1 Methods used to determine research-only staff salaries 
 % project leader 
responses - professional-
scale research only staff 
(n=66) 
% project leader 
responses - academic 
scale research-only staff 
(n=54) 
Skills required 41.0% 27.4% 
Research staff 
classification descriptors 
on the relevant scale 
24.8% 24.8% 
Descriptors or guidelines 
from another university 
0.0% 0.9% 
The level the staff 
member has been 
employed at previously 
21.4% 12.0% 
The level you have 
employed another staff 
member at previously 
23.1% 13.7% 
NH&MRC guidelines 2.6% 3.4% 
Funding availability 23.1% 23.9% 
Project budget / hours 
required 
21.4% 18.8% 
Another way 1.7% 5.4% 
 
4.4.1 Research-only staff salary funding sources 
Non-ARC or NH&MRC external research grants were indicated most often by 
project leaders to be the source of funding for research-only staff salaries (47.0% 
professional scale; 51.9% academic scale). ARC grants and industry funding were 
mentioned by a third of project leaders as being sources of salaries for both types 
of research staff (see table 4.4.1.1). 
In terms of internal funding sources, Faculty / Institute-based seeding funds and 
University-based grants or seeding funds were commonly mentioned for both 
types of research-only staff, but more often for professional-scale staff. Twenty 
percent of project leaders had used their own personal funds to fund professional-
scale research-only staff salaries, and 17% of project leaders had used their own 
personal funds to fund academic-scale research-only staff salaries. ‘Other’ 
sources included School-based funds and vacation scholars programs. 
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Table 4.4.1.1 Research-only staff salary funding sources 
 % project leader 
responses - professional-
scale research only staff 
(n=66) 
% project leader 
responses - academic 
scale research-only staff 
(n=54) 
ARC research grant 34.8% 31.5% 
NH&MRC research grant 9.1% 11.1% 
Another type of external 
research grant 
47.0% 51.9% 
Industry / commercial 
funding 
33.3% 37.0% 
Faculty, Institute or 
Centre grant / seeding 
funds 
45.5% 29.6% 
University grant / seeding 
funds 
34.8% 22.2% 
Operating funds 9.1% 3.7% 
Own personal funds 19.7% 16.7% 
Other source 4.5% 5.6% 
 
4.5 Recruitment of research-only staff 
Project leaders recruited research-only staff in a number of ways (see table 
4.5.1). For both types of research-only staff, the most common method by far 
was word of mouth and professional contacts (81.8% professional scale; 87% 
academic scale). Recruiting from the student body was another common method 
(60.6% professional scale; 57.4% academic scale). Internal or external 
advertisements were employed by 20-30% of project leaders overall. External 
advertisement was more often used to recruit academic research-only staff than 
professional-scale research-only staff. 
The project leaders who used another way to recruit their professional scale 
research-only staff (7.6%) all mentioned the RA-pid network and RA database 
developed by the Faculty of Education. Project leaders who recruited academic 
scale research-only staff by means other than those listed talked about personal 
knowledge of potential research-only staff members. 
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Table 4.5.1 Methods of recruitment of research-only staff 
 % project leader 
responses - 
professional-scale 
research only staff 
(n=66) 
% project 
leader 
responses - 
academic scale 
research-only 
staff (n=54) 
Advertise via QUT eJobs 21.2% 22.2% 
Advertise through external sources 24.2% 37.0% 
Recruit from student body (e.g., PhD 
students) 
60.6% 57.4% 
Word of mouth/ professional contacts 81.8% 87.0% 
Other 7.6% 5.6% 
  
4.5.1 Ease of finding suitable research-only staff 
Project leaders rated on a 1 to 5 scale (“very easy” to “very difficult”) how easy it 
was for them to find suitable research-only staff for their research projects. 
Overall, project leaders found it average to moderately difficult to find suitable 
professional scale research-only staff (mean rating=3.5, sd=1.0) and academic 
scale research-only staff (mean rating=3.3, sd=1.1). Responses ranged from 1 to 
5. 
4.5.1.1 Academic scale research-only staff 
Project leaders commented about using their personal contacts to locate suitable 
academic scale research-only staff, or developing potential employees through 
higher degree programs. 
Both academic RO appointments this year have been researchers who I have 
previously worked with and who have expertise in the required area. 
I enquired among my colleagues about individuals with the necessary 
expertise and time availability to undertake my tasks. 
If I really want appropriately skilled staff I have to grow them through 
supervision. 
Lack of tenure for research staff was mentioned as a deterrent for potential 
research-only applicants. 
A major limitation in terms of recruiting is the lack of tenure associated with 
positions. 
They are all short-term contracts. How do I keep good quality staff? 
Other project leaders commented on selective skills deficits making it difficult to 
find appropriate academic research staff: 
Finding appropriately qualified persons with high-level statistical analysis and 
critical thinking skills is practically impossible within and outside of the 
University. 
…I have to do supervision outside my Faculty where students have good 
training in research method and quantitative analysis. Our students do not. 
A few project leaders discussed a desire to employ academic research-only staff, 
but commented that there seemed to be insufficient post-doctoral fellowship 
positions. 
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I have several completing PhD students that would be excellent full-time 
research appoints but there are insufficient post-doctoral fellowships available 
in the university. 
The main issue is obtaining funding for post-docs and fellows. NHMRC / ARC 
project grants only fund research assistants. 
The issue of competing with industry for academic research-only staff was also 
mentioned. 
It relies on individuals with a research career aspiration being available when 
we require someone. In the engineering field we are competing with much 
higher industrial salaries and therefore are not attractive to the individual who 
wants to pursue industrial based R&D. 
4.5.1.2 Professional scale research-only staff 
Project leaders commented that, as with academic research-only staff, 
professional scale research-only staff are often obtained in the undergraduate or 
postgraduate student pool, or through existing contacts. 
I've been fortunate to have had some outstanding senior undergraduate 
students in classes who are interested in research. 
Putting on staff that you already know or who are known means that you 
already know the quality and capacity of the staff member. 
Some project leaders mentioned that it was easier to find staff at certain times of 
the year than others. 
Depending on the time of year (Dec to Feb) it can be straight forward in 
finding someone. At other times of the year it can be more difficult. 
The task of finding suitable research staff varies with the timing and nature of 
the research projects in question. For example, recent graduates provide a 
good source of potential research assistants. However, they are generally 
easier to recruit early in the year rather than later. 
Professional research-only staff skill deficits made it more challenging for project 
leaders to recruit suitable staff for their projects. 
It is difficult to find staff with sufficient statistical knowledge / background.  
Skills in critical analysis of literature and statistical expertise in particular is 
difficult to find.  Good research assistants rapidly become booked up. 
The system for finding staff with suitable qualifications seems very ad hoc. We 
don't seem to have any centralised mechanism for advertising these positions, 
and sometimes there are few people with suitable skills. 
There are very few well-qualified RAs out there. They also seem to be a 
shifting population - hard to keep track of. Good RAs move on quickly to 
better jobs. 
However, the most common comment made by project leaders was that short 
contracts made it difficult to attract and retain quality staff. 
…because of … the need to patch funds to create short contracts. they move on to 
more interesting or secure work just as they are trained up at substantial 
investment. 
Short-term contract work is not an attractive employment prospect for shining 
stars in the research world. 
Also if it is short term and there is no job security many people will not find the 
work conditions attractive. 
Often good RAs are not available long-term because we can only offer casual 
work and so they will move on to take up full time positions if possible. 
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…if funding is not immediately available to re-employ them on completion of a 
funded project, staff who have been up-skilled on our projects are offered 
positions by other researchers who have funding available. Thus. we have to start 
all over again when new funding is received. Alternatively, skilled staff are 
demoralised by the dreadful '6 month casual contract' option that they leave QUT 
for on-going employment elsewhere. 
4.6 Research-only staff research tasks 
Project leaders were asked to list up to 6 key tasks that they employed research-
only staff to perform. For both research-only types, data analysis was the most 
frequent response (18.8% professional scale; 17.1% academic scale) followed by 
data collection (17.8% professional scale; 10.9% academic scale), literature 
reviews (8.9% professional scale; 9.8% academic scale) and report / paper 
writing (8.9% professional scale; 8.3% academic scale). 
A chi-square test of frequency difference was conducted where the expected cell 
sizes were greater than 5, as denoted in table 4.6.1. There was no significant 
difference in frequency of responses given for professional scale research-only 
staff and academic scale research-only staff in the top 9 categories of task 
mentioned (χ2(8)=9.38, p>.05).  
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 Table 4.6.1 Research-only staff tasks performed 
 % project leader 
responses - 
professional-scale 
research only staff 
(n=191) 
% project leader 
responses – 
academic scale 
research only staff 
(n=193) 
Data analysis* 18.8% 17.1% 
Data collection* 17.8% 10.9% 
Literature reviews* 8.9% 9.8% 
Report / paper writing* 8.9% 8.3% 
Literature searches* 6.8% 4.1% 
Data entry* 6.8% 2.1% 
Administration* 6.3% 4.7% 
Project Management* 3.7% 4.1% 
Grant applications* 2.1% 4.7% 
Research - type 
unspecified 
2.1% 4.1% 
Editing 2.1% 0.5% 
Computing 2.1% 2.6% 
Interviewing 1.6% 3.1% 
Focus groups 1.6% 1.6% 
Data entry 1.6% 2.1% 
Project design 1.6% 2.1% 
Recruitment 1.0% 1.0% 
Industry liaison 1.0% 2.1% 
Instrument design 1.0% 4.1% 
Writing (type not 
specified) 
1.0% 1.6% 
Equipment 
maintenance 
1.0% 0.0% 
Meeting coordination 0.5% 1.6% 
Website development 0.5% 1.0% 
Fieldwork 0.5% 1.0% 
Conference 
presentations 
0.5% 2.1% 
Supervision – students 0.0% 3.6% 
* included in the chi-square analysis 
4.7 Satisfaction with research-only staff skills 
Research project leaders who had employed research-only staff during the 
previous 12 months indicated on a 1-5 scale how satisfied they had been with 
their research-only staff members’ skills, on average. The mean satisfaction 
rating for professional scale research-only staff was 4.1 (sd=.81), and for 
academic scale research-only staff was 4.0 (sd=.94), an overall rating of 
“satisfied” for each.  
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 73
Project leaders’ comments on academic research-only staff skills were 
overwhelmingly positive, and indicated that with active recruitment and a 
commitment to develop and train them, good outcomes were forthcoming. 
Staff at this level are usually well motivated and highly skilled. 
By matching the person to the job and having a clear concept of what the job is 
before we start. Everything seems to fit into place. 
…need long term commitment to develop people as needed skills are scarce -- 
therefore need to teach skills. 
When commenting about professional scale research-only staff skills, project 
leaders also discussed the necessity of ‘training up’ students or inexperienced 
staff members, and the difficulty of retaining them with only short-term contracts 
to offer. 
The students as research assistants are great. We benefit from their skills and 
commitment and they gain insight into the research process. 
have used students who are willing but have been unskilled - therefore have had 
to do some training 
…on the job training is required but because I have hired RAs that I know (e.g 
research students). I know their capabilities. 
I have been most successful with managing such appointments by going on 
recommendations from colleagues.  It can be very difficult to keep a good 
research assistant around, if they are only appointed on very short term projects.   
Some project leaders commented that some short-term RAs provided variable 
quality work. 
All RAs have adequate skills but outcomes depend primarily on the individual's 
personality and commitment. 
Good casual RAs for short-term contracts can be hard to come by, I suppose 
because they don’t view research as a career. I had to let one go last week 
because she wasn't motivated to work. 
4.8 Project leader ratings: QUT support and development of 
research-only staff 
Project leaders rated various aspects of the working conditions of their research-
only staff on a 1 to 5 scale ranging from “very poor” to “excellent”. These 
questions were analogous to those asked of research-only staff in the research-
only staff online survey. 
All mean ratings fell between 1 and 3, or “very poor” and “neutral” (see figure 
4.8.1). The lowest mean ratings were assigned to professional staff career 
progression opportunities, at 1.89 (sd=.93), with academic staff career 
progression opportunities obtaining the second lowest mean rating, at 2.09 
(sd=1.0). The highest mean ratings were obtained by professional and academic 
skill development – quality (mean 2.91, sd=.91; mean 2.93, sd=1.0).  
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Figure 4.8.1 Mean project leader ratings: support and development of research-only staff 
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Using a Wilcoxon rank-sum paired groups test with Bonferroni adjustment, the 
only item for which there was a significant difference between ratings between 
academic and professional research-only staff was reward and recognition, with 
the mean rating assigned to professional scale research-only staff being 
significantly lower than that assigned to academic scale research-only staff (W=-
2.45, p=.01). 
A Friedman’s test for multiple related items revealed that career progression 
opportunities, and reward and recognition received significantly lower ratings 
than recruitment/ appointment processes, resourcing and working conditions 
(χ2(9)=49.11, p=.0001). For academic research-only staff, career progression 
opportunities was rated significantly lower than working conditions and skill 
development – relevance and quality (χ2(9)=39.09, p=.0001).  
4.9 Areas for support and development of research-only staff 
The project leader survey contained a question which asked about areas which 
research-only staff needed support and development in, in order to be more 
productive. The question was interpreted broadly by project leaders, and a wide 
range of responses were given. The categories of response are presented in table 
4.9.1 below. 
For academic research-only staff, the overwhelming majority of responses to this 
question (78.7%) pertained to professional recognition and development – career 
progression and promotion opportunities, professional acknowledgement and 
respect, and job security. Responses falling within the category of training / skill 
development included project management, time management, data analysis 
skills and supervision of students. 
Project leaders also saw professional recognition and development as important 
for professional scale research-only staff (70% of responses). Although the 
sample size was very small and no statistical tests could be undertaken, training / 
skill development appeared to be mentioned by a higher proportion of project 
leaders with respect to professional scale research-only staff than academic 
research-only staff. Training / skill development responses for professional scale 
research-only staff pertained to time and project management, data analysis 
skills, and academic writing. 
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4.9.1 Research-only staff support and development needs 
 
4.10 Barriers to research-only staff productivity 
Project leaders indicated up to three barriers or impediments to their research-
only staff related productivity at QUT. The most common response type was of 
lack of job security and career prospects for research staff. This was noted by one 
project leader as a second class citizen effect, and by another as invisibility – 
virtually no prospects at all for research staff.  
Another common response given by project leaders was related to paperwork / 
administration procedures, particularly to do with employing and paying research-
only staff, and setting up system accesses. Project leaders also noted a lack of 
funding for research projects leading to an inability to employ research-only staff, 
and a lack of time associated with heavy teaching workloads (see table 4.10.1). 
Table 4.10.1 Barriers to research-only staff productivity  
Project leader responses % (n=109) 
Lack of job security / career prospects for research staff 25.69% 
Paperwork / administration procedures 13.76% 
Lack of funding 11.01% 
Workloads / no time 11.01% 
Lack of / outdated equipment 9.17% 
Availability of research staff 8.26% 
Lack of space 7.34% 
Lack of recognition for research staff 6.42% 
Lack of support from management 5.50% 
Research-only staff skill deficits 1.83% 
 
Project leader response category % responses  - 
professional 
research-only 
staff (n=70) 
 
% responses  - 
academic research-only 
staff (n=66) 
Career development 31.43% 27.27%
Recognition / respect 17.14% 27.27%
Job security 21.43% 24.24%
Project funding 14.29% 9.09%
Training / skill development 11.43% 6.06%
Resources 4.28% 6.06%
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4.11 Enablers of research-only staff productivity 
Project leaders also indicated up to three things that particularly assisted or 
facilitated their research-only staff-related productivity at QUT. Fewer responses 
were obtained than for the previous question relating to barriers to research 
productivity. 
 
The most common responses emphasised a supportive immediate work 
environment (18.6%), including a good research culture in the Faculty / Institute, 
and Head of School or Centre support. Resourcing of the research-only staff 
member’s work environment, including office space, phone and computer, was 
another key enabler (15.3%). Project funding and effective support from the 
Library and Office of Research were mentioned by 5 project leaders each (see table 
4.11.1). 
Table 4.11.1 Enablers of research-only staff productivity 
Project leader responses % (n=59) 
Collegial environment, supportive colleagues and 
supportive immediate management 
18.6% 
Resources / equipment / facilities 15.3% 
Funding 8.5% 
Library support 8.5% 
Office of Research support 8.5% 
Can't think of any 6.8% 
RA-pid 6.8% 
Availability of space 6.8% 
Co-authorship 5.1% 
Mentoring 5.1% 
Motivated, skilled research-only staff 3.4% 
4.12 Suggestions for improvement of QUT’s research-only staff 
processes 
Project leaders were provided the opportunity to make suggestions regarding 
improvements to QUT’s research-only staff policies and procedures.  
One recurring theme in the responses was the development of research staff 
networks for support and skill development, and comments about existing 
networks that are emerging within different organisational areas. 
The PHRIN network in the School of Public Health. 
RA-pid network is great, provides support and development to RAs. 
Network of researchers and development program in School. 
A research only staff group that meets twice a month. 
Some project leaders discussed the possibility of providing some continuity of 
employment by “sharing” research-only staff. 
Staff try to collaborate and cobble together contracts for one staff member. 
…when we can appoint people to longer term projects that leaves some leeway 
for employing them on other projects during down time of the primary project. 
Some project leaders suggested that Centre managers or co-ordinators might be 
key in providing necessary support and development for research-only staff. 
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Having a dedicated high level research manager. 
Get someone high level in the Faculty to provide a co-ordination function. Get 
some synergies happening. 
One such Centre manager commented on the efficacy of the system they had 
implemented. 
By operating within a relatively large Centre, I am able to ensure that my 
research assistants have access to a wide range of support services and career 
opportunities.
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5.  HUMAN RESOURCES DATABASE FINDINGS 
Section Summary 
 Section 
Data considerations 
Research-only staff were difficult to identify using human resources 
data records. Identification of research-only staff records was 
problematic because “research-only” flags were inconsistently applied. 
Staff with “research” job titles were included in the data set and 
manually filtered to provide more accurate data. 
In the data, Institute personnel were often categorised under their 
original Faculty of employment rather than Institute affiliation. 
 
5.1 
Research only staff numbers and FTE 
Research-only staff are surprisingly prevalent at QUT. As at October 
2006, QUT employed 697 research-only staff members, corresponding 
to 476.4 FTE. Research-only staff comprised 12.1% of QUT’s total FTE, 
and 21.1% of the Faculty / Institute based FTE. 
Amongst the Faculties, Health and Science employed the highest 
proportion of research-only staff, accounting for nearly a third of their 
FTE. 
One third of research-only staff had at least one concurrent but 
separate contract to perform teaching duties. Ten percent of research-
only staff held multiple research contracts. The average number of 
concurrent contracts held by non full-time research-only staff was 1.9. 
 
5.2 
Bases for employment: full-time, part-time and casual 
Over half of research-only appointments were of the casual 
professional type, with another third being fixed-term full-time 
appointments. Only 2% of research-only appointments were on an 
ongoing full-time basis (17 staff). 
One quarter of casual appointments were full-time, and one third of 
casual contracts were for 6 months, the maximum duration possible. 
Fixed-term full-time and part-time appointments were most often 364 
days in length. This finding may be reflective of previous QUT policy 
relating to maximum contract length before a formal recruitment 
process must take place.  
 
5.3 
Bases for employment: academic and professional scales 
Three quarters of research-only staff were employed on the 
professional scale. Nearly all research-only staff were employed on the 
professional scale in the Faculties of Law, Education, and Business. 
IHBI, Science, BEE and CI employed relatively higher proportions of 
academic scale research-only staff. 
Nearly all academic scale research-only staff were employed on fixed-
term full-time contracts, and most professional scale research-only 
staff were employed on a casual basis. Part-time contracts accounted 
for a very low proportion of appointments.  
 
5.4 
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Research-only staff demographics 
Casual, fixed-term part-time and professional-scale research-only staff 
were more likely to be female. Fixed-term full-time research-only staff 
and academic research only staff were more likely to be male.  
 
5.5 
Salary scales and remuneration  
Professional-scale research-only staff were most often employed at 
HEWA 5. A small proportion of professional-scale research-only staff 
were employed at HEWA7 or above (about 40 staff); these 
classifications are not covered by QUT’s research-only staff 
classification descriptors. 
Academic scale research-only staff were most often employed at level 
B. However, they were well-represented in levels A, B, C and D. 
The estimated total yearly salary expenditure on research-only 
contracts was $21,744,188. The majority of this was fixed-term full-
time salaries. However, in the Faculties of Education and Law, the 
majority of expenditure on research-only staff salaries was on casual 
professional-scale appointments, which involve more cost to the 
Faculty than part-time or full-time contracts. 
 
5.6 
Sources of research-only staff salaries 
About half of research-only staff salaries were funded by externally-
funded research projects. Another third were funded by internal 
research project operating funds. Interestingly, 14% of salaries were 
funded from non-research internal accounts, primarily teaching and 
support accounts (particularly in the Faculties of IT and Law). Twenty 
percent of casual professional-scale research-only staff were employed 
using non-research accounts.  
 
5.7 
Termination of research-only staff appointments 
Aggregate data regarding the termination of appointments was 
available for the last two years’ staff records with the work function 
flag of “research-only”, a subset of research-only staff. Fixed-term 
part-time, fixed-term full-time and ongoing appointments were 
included in the data; casual appointments were not. 
Over a two-year period, a total of 227 terminations occurred. The 
most common termination type was resignation. 
 
5.8 
 
Career history at QUT 
Most of the research-only staff had a previous employment history 
with QUT. Three quarters of research-only staff had at least one 
previous (non-current) employment contract with QUT. On average, 
research-only staff had 12.9 previous contracts, of which over half 
were casual academic type, and one-third were casual professional 
type.  
 
5.9 
 
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 80
This report section will use Human Resources database data to describe QUT’s 
research-only staff in terms of: 
- employment types 
- key demographics 
- salaries, salary sources and salary expenditure 
- appointment termination  
- QUT-based career history 
- Where possible, research-only staff figures will be placed into the wider 
QUT context. 
5.1 Data considerations 
5.1.1 Identification of research-only staff 
Two methods for identifying human resources research-only staff records were used. 
Neither method retrieved the full range of research-only staff records. 
First, staff records with the work function flag of “research-only” were retrieved. This 
flag is assigned by Human Resources Advisors when entering new appointment form 
details. A position is assigned a “research-only” flag if the job title and / or position 
description pertain to research, as assessed by the Human Resources Advisor. 
When it became evident that retrieval of data using “research-only” flags was 
resulting in underreporting of staff numbers (as outlined in table 5.1.1), further data 
was retrieved using job titles. Records for all staff with the term ‘research’ in their job 
titles were retrieved, and these records were then manually filtered to remove 34 non 
research-only staff records (e.g., “Research Administrator”, “Director – Office of 
Research”). However, this second data retrieval strategy also resulted in 
underreporting of staff numbers. Research-only staff with job titles like “Project 
Manager” or “Postdoctoral Fellow” were not included in the results of this second type 
of query (see table 5.1.2). 
The results of the two kinds of query were then merged to provide with a more 
complete data set. Duplicate records were removed. It should be noted that despite 
this attempt to maximise data retrieval accuracy, a number of research-only staff 
records will not have been included in the data set. Records for research-only staff 
without “research only” flags and without “research” in the job title are not included, 
and it is at present difficult to accurately determine how many of these staff members 
and contracts there are. 
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Table 5.1.1 QUT staff contracts with “research” job titles by work function flag 
Job title Work Function Total 
 Other Research 
Only 
Teaching/ 
Research 
 
Admin / Research Assistant 2     2 
Assistant Research Manager   1  1 
Postdoctoral Research Fellow 1 24  25 
Principal Research Fellow   9  9 
Research Assistant 331 119 1 451 
Research Associate 4 26  30 
Research Associate Professor   1 1 2 
Research Centre Manager 1   1 
Research Chair    1 1 
Research Engineer   1  1 
Research Fellow   59  59 
Research Manager 5 1  6 
Research Officer 17 6  23 
Research Optometrist 2 2  4 
Research Programmer 1   1 
Research Project Co-ordinator   1  1 
Research Project Officer 5 4  9 
Research / Technical Assistant 1   1 
Researcher 5 2  7 
Senior Research Assistant 33 45  78 
Senior Research Fellow 1 31  32 
Senior Research Officer 1 1  2 
Senior Research Optometrist 1   1 
Senior Research Scientist   1  1 
Senior Research Specialist 3   3 
Research and Teaching Assistant 1   1 
Total 415 334 3 752 
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Table 5.1.2 QUT research staff contracts with “research-only” flagged records without 
“research” job titles 
Job title n 
ARC Centre Fellow 1 
ARC Federation Fellow 1 
ARC Link  Postdoc Research Fellow 1 
Manager QUT Photometry Lab 1 
Postdoctoral Scientist 1 
RA - School of Public Health 1 
Spinal Fellow 1 
State Coordinator - UTL Program 1 
Technician 1 
Trauma Fellow 1 
Visiting Fellow 1 
Project Manager 1 
Project Officer 2 
Joint Replacement Fellow 3 
Post Doctoral Fellow 3 
Queensland Smart State Fellow 3 
Postdoctoral Fellow 13 
ITAS Tutor* 23 
Total 59 
*These records were subsequently removed from the data set as they referred to teaching-only positions 
5.1.2 Institute/ Faculty personnel 
An immediately apparent issue in the Human Resources data was the 
identification of Institute-based staff. For instance, while 44 research-only staff 
were identified as IHBI personnel in the HR data, IHBI’s QUT Virtual record only 
contained 40 names. The majority of IHBI-identified personnel in the data had 
QUT Virtual records falling under the banner of the Faculty of Health, the Faculty 
of Science, or Built Environment and Engineering. 
However, in the case of other Institutes, fewer personnel were identified in the 
HR data than appeared on the relevant page of QUT Virtual. Individuals the HR 
data identified as ICII research personnel appeared in the Creative Industries 
Faculty lists; ISR’s research personnel identified in QUT Virtual were assigned to 
the Faculty of Science in the HR data. The many QUT Virtual pages for ISI 
contained a substantial number of staff members who had corresponding records 
in the HR data, but quantifying the correspondence between the data sets was 
difficult because staff records tended to have “undefined” job titles on QUT 
Virtual. 
Where there was uncertainty regarding which organisational area to place staff 
members in, HR data flags were preserved for consistency of data. 
5.2 Research-only staff numbers and FTE 
As at October 2 2006, 697 staff members corresponding to 476.4 FTE were employed 
by QUT on at least one research-only contract, over a total of 778 research 
employment contracts, an average of 1.1 research contract per staff member. 
Amongst non-full-time research only staff, the average number of research contracts 
per staff member was 1.2. Ten percent of research-only staff members had multiple 
concurrent research-only contracts. 
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Some research-only staff also had concurrent contracts to perform non-research 
duties. One third (32.5%) also had at least one contract for which the work function 
was teaching, and 6% had at least one concurrent teaching-and-research contract of 
some type. The average number of concurrent contracts of any type (research or 
non-research) held by non full-time research-only staff was 1.9.  
The Faculties of Science and Health employed the most research-only staff, 
accounting for 97.2 and 88.2 FTE respectively. The Faculties of Education and 
Business employed fairly high numbers of research only staff compared to other 
Faculties (83 for each) but comparably lower FTE, at 45.8 and 49.2 FTE (refer to table 
5.2.1 below). 
 
Table 5.2.1 Research only staff bodies, contracts and FTE by Faculty/ Institute/ Division 
 Research 
only 
staff 
bodies 
Research 
only staff 
contracts 
Research 
only staff 
FTE 
Faculties    
Built Environment and Engineering 72 76 58.9 
Business 83 96 49.2 
Caboolture 2 2 1.1 
Carseldine 14 14 10.5 
Creative Industries 44 48 30.6 
Education 83 110 45.8 
Health 129 138 88.2 
Information Technology 46 50 27.9 
Law 41 50 20.1 
Science 112 118 97.2 
Institutes    
Information Security Institute 15 15 10.8 
Institute for Creative Industries and 
Innovation 
2 2 0.7 
Institute of Health and Biomedical 
Innovation 
44 48 28.0 
Divisions    
Chancellery 1 2 0.8 
Division of Research & 
Commercialisation 
4 4 1.7 
Technology Information and Learning 
Support 
5 5 5.0 
Total 697 778 476.4 
 
Research-only staff comprised 12.1% of QUT’s total FTE, and 10.2% of its total staff 
body count. Within the Faculties/ Institutes, research-only staff comprised 21.1% of 
the FTE and 14.5% of the body count. Within the research-based Institutes, these 
proportions were understandably much higher than the Faculty / Institute average. 
The percentages of staff engaged in research-only contracts by each area of the 
University are presented in table 5.2.2. 
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Table 5.2.2 Percentage research-only staff of total staff bodies and FTE by Faculty/ Institute/ 
Division  
  Total FTE Research 
only FTE 
% 
Research 
only FTE 
Total 
bodies 
Research 
only 
bodies 
% 
Research 
only 
bodies 
Faculties             
Built Environment and Engineering 345.7 58.9 17.0% 642 72 11.2% 
Business 282.2 49.2 17.4% 615 83 13.5% 
Caboolture 12.0 1.1 8.8% 27 2 7.4% 
Carseldine 80.4 10.5 13.0% 201 14 7.0% 
Creative Industries 198.4 30.6 15.4% 627 44 7.0% 
Education 220.2 45.8 20.8% 491 83 16.9% 
Health 321.3 88.2 27.4% 716 129 18.0% 
Information Technology 170.0 27.9 16.4% 284 46 16.2% 
Law 143.3 20.1 14.0% 300 41 13.7% 
Science 364.1 97.2 26.7% 698 112 16.0% 
Institutes             
Information Security Institute 15.8 10.8 68.4% 20 15 75.0% 
Institute for Creative Industries and 
Innovation 
1.9 0.7 37.3% 4 2 50.0% 
Institute of Health and Biomedical 
Innovation 
60.6 28.0 46.2% 88 44 50.0% 
Institute for Sustainable Resources 7.7 0.0 0.0% 10 0 0.0% 
Total Faculties/ Institutes 2223.7 469.0 21.1% 4723 687 14.5% 
Divisions             
Chancellery 73.3 0.8 1.1% 97 1 1.0% 
Division of Research & 
Commercialisation 
67.3 1.7 2.5% 83 4 4.8% 
Technology Information and Learning 
Support 
586.6 5.0 0.9% 655 5 0.8% 
Administrative Services 704.2 0.0 0.0% 946 0 0.0% 
Division of Finance and Resource 
Planning 
88.0 0.0 0.0% 90 0 0.0% 
Division of International & 
Development 
205.3 0.0 0.0% 229 0 0.0% 
Total Divisions 1724.6 7.5 0.4% 2100 10 0.5% 
Grand total 3948.4 476.4 12.1% 6823 697 10.2% 
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5.3 Bases for employment: Full time, part-time and casual 
As shown in table 5.3.1, over half of the research only contracts (54.6%) were casual 
professional scale, with another third (30.3%) being fixed-term full-time contracts. 
Another 12.1% of contracts were fixed term part-time; only 2% of the research-only 
staff contracts were ongoing full-time, equating to 17 research-only staff members 
across the university. 
Significant differences in employment type were found when Faculties with more than 
30 research-only contracts were compared (χ2(8)=164.78, n=734, p=.0001).The 
Faculties of Law, Business and Education had a significantly higher proportion of 
casual research-only contracts than Science and Built Environment and Engineering, 
which were more likely than other Faculties to employ research-only staff on a fixed-
term full-time basis.  
Table 5.3.1 Research-only staff contracts by employment type and Faculty/ Institute/ 
Division  
Faculty/ Institute/ Division Casual / 
sessional 
professional 
scale 
(n=425) 
Fixed 
term 
full time 
(n=236) 
Fixed 
term 
part 
time 
(n=100) 
Ongoing 
full time 
(n=17) 
Total 
(N=778) 
Faculties           
Built Environment and Engineering 22% 57% 20% 1% 76 
Business 75% 18% 5% 2% 96 
Caboolture 50% 50% 0% 0% 2 
Carseldine 50% 50% 0% 0% 14 
Creative Industries 42% 33% 19% 6% 48 
Education 87% 5% 7% 1% 110 
Health 50% 31% 18% 1% 138 
Information Technology 62% 24% 12% 2% 50 
Law 90% 6% 4% 0% 50 
Science 26% 55% 17% 2% 118 
Institutes           
Information Security Institute 27% 60% 13% 0% 15 
Institute for Creative Industries and 
Innovation 
100% 0% 0% 0% 2 
Institute of Health and Biomedical 
Innovation 
56% 27% 8% 8% 48 
Divisions           
Chancellery 0% 0% 100% 0% 2 
Division of Research & 
Commercialisation 
50% 0% 50% 0% 4 
Technology  Information and Learning 
Support 
20% 40% 0% 40% 5 
Total 54.6% 30.3% 12.9% 2.1% 778 
 
The average fraction of full-time hours part-time research-only staff were employed 
for was .49 (sd=.23), ranging from .11 to .97. The most common fraction for part-
time appointments was .60 (14% of part-time appointments); other common 
fractions were .40 (10%), .80 (9%) and .20 (7%). No differences in part-time staff 
fraction by Faculty were noted (F[8,208]=.46,p=.88) 
Casual appointments ranged from .01 to 1.13 of a full-time workload, with a mean 
fraction of .43 (sd=.37). The most common fraction for casual appointments was 1.0; 
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26% of casual appointments (105 contracts) were full-time. Casual research-only 
staff employed by the Faculty of Science were more likely than those from other 
Faculties to be working on 1.0 (full-time equivalent) appointments (χ2(8)=16.34, 
p<.03), but no other Faculty differences in casual fraction were noted 
(F[8,280]=1.16,p=.32) 
5.3.1 Length of fixed term and casual appointments 
Overall, fixed term and casual appointments averaged 271 days, or 9 months 
(sd=260), ranging from 15 days to 4.5 years. However, there were significant 
differences in length by appointment type (χ2(2)=265.72, p=.0001), with fixed-
term full-time appointments on average being the longest (16 months), followed 
by fixed-term part-time contracts (11 months). Casual contracts were, on 
average, the shortest (4.6 months). These findings are detailed in figure 5.3.1. 
Figure 5.3.1 Average length of fixed term and casual appointments by employment type 
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Seven percent of the casual length of contract values (32 cases) were removed 
from the analysis because they contained values greater than six months, the 
maximum possible duration for casual contracts (Queensland University of 
Technology, 2006m). Casual contracts were most frequently for 6 months in 
length (30.0%), with another 10.3% at 3 months in length.    
Fixed-term full-time contracts were most commonly 364 days in length (21.6%), 
with another 8% at 6 months, 8% at 2 years and 8% at 3 years in length. Twenty 
percent of fixed-term part-time contracts were 364 days in length, with another 
peak (4%) at 2 years.  These peaks in contract length may be related to previous 
QUT recruitment policy (detailed in Chapter B Section 4 of the Manual of Policies 
and Procedures (Queensland University of Technology, 2006m), which indicated 
that a formal recruitment process must be undertaken if contract length is to 
exceed 12 months. However, recent changes to the QUT Manual of Policy and 
Procedures allow for research-only contracts of up to two years in length without 
a formal recruitment process. 
Academic scale research-only staff had, on average, longer fixed-term part-time 
appointments than professional scale research-only staff, at 15 months and 9 
months respectively (U=552.00, p=.01). This was also the case for fixed-term 
full-time contracts, at 18 months and 11 months respectively (U=3233.50, 
p=.0001). 
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No differences in casual, fixed-term full-time or fixed-term part-time appointment 
length were observed by Faculty (χ2(8)=15.16, p=.06; χ2(8)=11.60, p=.11; 
χ2(8)=13.49, p=.10). 
5.4 Bases for employment: Academic and Professional Scales 
The majority of research-only staff contracts at QUT were professional scale (73.8%), 
with 23.7% academic scale contracts and 2.4% of appointments at an agreed rate 
(see table 5.4.1). The Faculties of Education, Business, Law and IT employed a far 
higher proportion of professional-scale research-only staff than academic scale staff, 
whereas Science, Creative Industries, IHBI and Built Environment and Engineering 
employed more even proportions of professional and academic scale staff 
(χ2(8)=114.99, n=734, p=.0001). The small numbers of ISI, ICII, Caboolture, 
Carseldine and Divisional staff preclude further appointment-type analysis. 
 
Table 5.4.1 Research-only staff appointment types by Faculty / Institute / Division  
Faculty/ Institute/ 
Division 
 
Professional 
 
Academic 
 
Agreed 
 
Total 
Faculty     
Built Environment and 
Engineering 
46.1% 50.0% 3.9% 76 
Business 85.4% 14.6% 0.0% 96 
Caboolture 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 2 
Carseldine 71.4% 28.6% 0.0% 14 
Creative Industries 60.4% 37.5% 2.1% 48 
Education 97.3% 2.7% 0.0% 110 
Health 79.7% 16.7% 3.6% 138 
Information Technology 80.0% 18.0% 2.0% 50 
Law 98.0% 2.0% 0.0% 50 
Science 54.2% 44.1% 1.7% 118 
Institute     
Information Security Institute 40.0% 53.3% 6.7% 15 
Institute for Creative 
Industries and Innovation 
0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 2 
Institute of Health and 
Biomedical Innovation 
64.6% 25.0% 10.4% 48 
Division     
Chancellery 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2 
Division of Research & 
Commercialisation 
75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 4 
Technology  Information and 
Learning Support 
100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5 
Total 73.8% 23.7% 2.4% 778 
 
None of the academic scale research-only staff were casual staff members; the 
majority of academic scale research-only staff contracts were fixed-term full-time 
(85%). By contrast, 72% of the professional-scale research-only contracts were 
casual / sessional. Similar, smaller proportions of academic and professional scale 
contracts were of a fixed-term part-time (13.0% and 12.4% respectively), or ongoing 
full-time (2.7% and 2.1% respectively) nature (see figure 5.4.2). 
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Figure 5.4.2 Academic and professional research-only contracts by employment type  
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5.5 Research-only staff demographics 
5.5.1 Age 
The mean age of all research-only staff was 35 (sd = 11.42), ranging from 18 to 67. 
When nonparametric tests of difference were employed, age differences between 
organizational areas were noted, with the Faculty of Education employing the oldest 
research-only staff (mean=37.1, sd=11.4) and the Faculty of Law employing the 
youngest research-only staff (mean=30.6, sd=10.3), (χ2(8)=22.26, n=547, p=.004). 
Professional scale research-only staff were also, on average, younger than academic 
research-only staff (means 33.4 [sd=8.8] and 38.0 [sd=11.6]), U=30438.5, 
p=.0001.  
The overall university age profile of staff (Queensland University of Technology, 
2006z) was considerably older than that of research-only staff, with nearly one-third 
of research-only staff aged under 30 (see table 5.5.1). 
 
Table 5.5.1 Age profiles: all QUT staff and research-only staff 
 less 
than 20 
20 to 
29 
30 to 
39 
40 to 
49 
50 to 
59 
60 or 
older 
All staff 0.1% 13.2% 25.4% 28.4% 25.3% 7.5% 
Research-only 
staff 
2.3% 28.8% 36.1% 21.8% 9.1% 1.8% 
 
5.5.2 Gender 
Females comprised 57.1% of research-only staff overall (see figure 5.5.2.1), and 
were significantly more likely to undertake professional scale research-only contracts 
and less likely to undertake academic scale research-only contracts than males 
(female professional = 65.9%, female academic 34.6%, χ2(1)=52.57, n=677, 
p=.0001).  
Female research-only staff were more likely than male research-only staff to be 
employed on casual professional (65.7%), and fixed term part-time (68.2%) 
contracts. Females also appeared to be more likely to be employed on ongoing full-
time contracts (64.7%), but this finding should be interpreted with caution because of 
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the very small number of ongoing full-time contracts. Fixed-term full-time research 
only roles were more often occupied by males (only 38.6% female). 
 
Figure 5.5.2.1 Research-only staff gender by employment type 
65.7%
38.6%
68.2% 64.7% 57.1%
34.3%
61.4%
31.8% 35.3% 42.9%
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
Casual
professional
(n=364)
Fixed term full
time (n=228)
Fixed term
part time
(n=88)
Ongoing full
time (n=17)
Overall
(n=697)
Male
Female
 
No gender differences were found amongst professional scale research-only staff in 
terms of HEWA level (U=26515.5, p=.36), or amongst academic scale research-only 
staff in terms of academic level (U=3287.5, p=.2.8). 
By Faculty, research-only staff gender differences which were mostly in line with 
wider Faculty demographic profiles (Queensland University of Technology, 2006z) 
were evident. When each Faculty’s overall gender profile was compared with its 
research-only staff gender profile, Business, CI and Law were found to have 
significantly higher proportions of female research-only staff than the statistically 
expected value. These female research-only staff were primarily professional scale, 
casual staff (see table 5.5.2.1).  BEE’s profile showed a higher proportion of 
professional-scale female research-only staff and a lower proportion of academic-scale 
research-only staff; IHBI and Business had fewer than expected female full-time 
research-only staff. 
90 
Table 5.5.2.1 Faculty research-only staff gender profiles  
 % female 
 All staff All research-
only staff 
Research-only staff 
   Professional 
scale 
Academic 
scale 
Casual Full-time Part-time 
Faculties        
Built Environment and Engineering 34.7% 36.1% 62.5%* 16.2%# 41.2% 42.3% 57.1% 
Business 54.3% 68.7%* 72.5%* 50.0% 71.2%* 17.5%# 100.0% 
Caboolture 60.0% 50.0% 0.0% 100.0% - 100.0% - 
Carseldine 64.7% 71.4% 60.0% 100.0% 42.9% 70.0% - 
Creative Industries 50.9% 68.2%* 74.1%* 56.3% 77.8% 33.3% 75.0% 
Education 76.8% 85.5% 85.0% 100.0% 85.9%* 5.6% 100.0% 
Health 63.6% 63.6% 66.7% 50.0% 68.3% 25.6% 75.0% 
Information Technology 33.1% 23.9% 27.8% 11.1% 17.9% 27.3% 60.0% 
Law 59.1% 82.9%* 82.5%* 100.0% 81.6%* 8.8%   
Science 37.1% 39.3% 47.5% 31.4% 41.4% 52.3% 52.9% 
Institutes               
Information Security Institute 17.6% 26.7% 50.0% 12.5% 75.0% - 50.0% 
Institute for Creative Industries and 
Innovation 
66.7% 100.0% - - 100.0% - - 
Institute of Health and Biomedical Innovation 58.6% 50.0% 66.7% 16.7%# 58.3% 27.3%# 50.0% 
Total Faculties/ Institutes 50.1%  57.4%* 66.3%* 34.8%# 65.7%* 25.1%# 70.3% 
Divisions               
Chancellery 67.5% 100.0% 100.0% - - - 100.0% 
Division of Research & Commercialisation 72.3% 75.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% - - 
Technology  Information and Learning Support 51.2% 0.0% 100.0% - - - - 
Total 51.1% 57.1%* 65.1%* 34.8%# 65.7%* 24.9%# 68.2% 
* significantly higher than the overall Faculty demographic profile (“all staff”) at at least p<.05 
# significantly lower than the overall Faculty demographic profile (“all staff”) at at least p<.05
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5.6 Salary Scales and Remuneration 
Amongst professional research-only staff, the most common HEWA level was 5, 
comprising 38.7% of professional scale appointments (see table 5.6.1). The Faculties 
of Business, Law, Carseldine and IHBI employed a higher proportion of HEWA 4 and 
below research only staff than other areas. By comparison, Health and CI employed a 
higher proportion of HEWA 6s and above (χ2(24)=24, n=547, p=.0001). 
Seven percent of professional-scale research-only staff were employed at HEWA 
levels 7 and above. These HEWA levels are not at present included in QUT’s Research-
Only Classification Descriptors (Queensland University of Technology, 2006€). 
The most common academic appointment level was level B, at 38.3% (see 5.6.2 
below). Level A appointments were also common (33.7%). There were very few level 
D and level E appointments. 
 
Table 5.6.1 Professional scale research-only staff by Faculty/ Institute/ Division 
 HEWA2 HEWA3 HEWA4 HEWA5 HEWA6 HEWA7 HEWA8 HEWA9 HEWA10 Total 
Faculties                     
Built Environment 
and Engineering 
0.0% 0.0% 31.4% 45.7% 17.1% 2.9% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 35 
Business 0.0% 17.1% 25.6% 46.3% 11.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 82 
Caboolture 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 
Carseldine 0.0% 30.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 10 
Creative 
Industries 
0.0% 0.0% 17.2% 51.7% 27.6% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29 
Education 0.0% 15.0% 9.3% 42.1% 25.2% 5.6% 0.9% 0.0% 1.9% 107 
Health 0.9% 7.3% 16.4% 32.7% 35.5% 2.7% 2.7% 0.9% 0.9% 110 
Information 
Technology 
0.0% 0.0% 17.5% 62.5% 10.0% 7.5% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 40 
Law 0.0% 36.7% 24.5% 12.2% 18.4% 4.1% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 49 
Science 0.0% 3.1% 35.9% 35.9% 18.8% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 64 
Institutes                     
Information 
Security Institute 
0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6 
Institute for 
Creative 
Industries and 
Innovation 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 
Institute of Health 
and Biomedical 
Innovation 
0.0% 0.0% 41.9% 32.3% 19.4% 3.2% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 31 
Total Faculties/ 
Institutes 
0.2% 10.8% 22.0% 38.8% 21.0% 4.7% 1.6% 0.4% 0.5% 564 
Divisions                     
Chancellery 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2 
Division of 
Research & 
Commercialisation 
0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 3 
Technology  
Information and 
Learning Support 
0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 60.0% 0.0% 5 
Total 0.2% 10.6% 22.0% 38.7% 20.6% 4.8% 1.7% 0.9% 0.5% 574 
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Table 5.6.2 Academic scale research-only staff by Faculty/ Institute/ Division 
 LEVA LEVB LEVC LEVD LEVE Grand 
Total 
Faculties             
Built Environment and Engineering 36.8% 36.8% 21.1% 2.6% 2.6% 38 
Business 7.1% 57.1% 35.7% 0.0% 0.0% 14 
Caboolture 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 
Carseldine 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4 
Creative Industries 22.2% 22.2% 38.9% 16.7% 0.0% 18 
Education 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3 
Health 26.1% 26.1% 43.5% 4.3% 0.0% 23 
Information Technology 44.4% 11.1% 33.3% 11.1% 0.0% 9 
Law 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 
Science 40.4% 50.0% 5.8% 1.9% 1.9% 52 
Institutes             
Information Security Institute 62.5% 37.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8 
Institute for Creative Industries and 
Innovation 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 
Institute of Health and Biomedical 
Innovation 
16.7% 25.0% 25.0% 33.3% 0.0% 12 
Total Faculties/ Institutes  33.3% 38.3% 21.3% 6.0%  1.1%   183 
Divisions             
Chancellery 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 
Division of Research & 
Commercialisation 
100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 
Technology Information and 
Learning Support 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 
Total  62 70 39 11  2 184 
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5.6.2 Research-only staff salary expenditure 
Yearly research-only staff salary expenditure was calculated by multiplying the 
FTE fraction for each research-only contract by the yearly salary for that 
appointment, the relevant scale oncosts, and the proportion of a year the 
appointment was for. This formula is expressed as follows: 
For appointments less than one year in length: 
Salary expenditure per year = (yearly salary x FTE fraction x (appointment 
length/365))+ oncosts% x (yearly salary x FTE fraction x (appointment 
length/365)) 
For appointments one year in length or more: 
Salary expenditure per year = (yearly salary x FTE fraction)+ oncosts% x (yearly 
salary x FTE fraction)) 
The calculated total yearly expenditure on current research-only staff contracts, 
minus 18 appointments where salary details were not available, was 
$21,744,188.16. Salary expenditure proportions by appointment type and salary 
scale are located in figure 5.6.2.1. A breakdown of salary expenditure by Faculty/ 
Institute is available in table 5.6.2.1. 
The Faculties of Education and Law spent proportionally more on casual professional-scale 
salaries than other Faculties (52.3% and 63.45% of total research-only staff salary 
expenditure respectively), and proportionally less on academic scale salaries. 
Figure 5.6.2.1 Research-only staff salary expenditure by appointment type and salary 
scale 
Fixed-term full-
time
67%
Ongoing full-time
4%
Fixed-term part-
time
11%
Casual 
professional
18%
 
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 
94 
Table 5.6.2.1 Yearly Faculty/Institute expenditure on research-only staff salaries 
 Professional 
scale 
Academic scale Casual Fixed-term 
part-time 
Fixed term full-
time 
Ongoing full-time Total 
Faculties        
Built Environment and Engineering  $736,351.27   $2,550,312.44   $164,838.38   $345,862.98   $49,071.76   $2,726,890.59   $3,286,663.71  
Business  $882,221.68   $1,048,055.25   $553,156.34   $128,272.16   $178,836.95   $1,070,011.49   $1,930,276.93  
Caboolture  $1,278.71   $38,827.19   $1,278.71   $0   $0   $38,827.19   $40,105.90  
Carseldine   $226,627.09   $224,073.66   $70,026.45   $0   $0   $380,674.30   $450,700.75  
Creative Industries  $349,207.67   $1,374,366.06   $163,784.38   $236,401.09   $95,614.78   $1,227,773.49   $1,723,573.74  
Education  $1,115,366.08   $241,589.31   $710,608.31   $214,018.26   $70,410.96   $361,917.85   $1,356,955.38  
Health  $2,097,464.26   $1,929,709.64   $731,389.44   $580,303.11   $93,877.93   $2,621,603.41   $4,027,173.90  
Information Technology  $ 533,808.05   $567,016.18   $261,193.82   $145,802.43   $68,273.15   $625,554.82   $1,100,824.22  
Law  $493,585.50   $76,718.45   $361,877.46   $11,866.76   $0   $196,559.73   $570,303.95  
Science  $1,460,442.42   $3,270,797.81   $459,493.27   $449,304.61   $120,456.74   $3,701,985.61   $4,731,240.23  
Institutes                                 
Information Security Institute  $99,996.88   $396,969.00   $15,110.39   $41,602.72   $0   $440,252.77   $496,965.88  
Institute for Creative Industries and 
Innovation 
$0   $6,137.37   $6,137.37   $0   $0   $0   $6,137.37  
Institute of Health and Biomedical 
Innovation 
 $480,005.86   $1,159,340.69   $192,617.30   $112,550.38   $195,443.71   $1,138,735.16   $1,639,346.55  
Total Faculties/ Institutes  $8,476,355.46   
$12,883,913.05  
 
$3,691,511.62  
 
$2,265,984.51  
  
$871,985.98  
 $14,530,786.41   
$21,360,268.51  
Divisions              
Chancellery  $41,246.46   $0   $0   $41,246.46   $0 $0   $41,246.46  
Division of Research & 
Commercialisation 
 $35,125.14   $16,715.59   $21,607.88   $30,232.85   $0 $0  $51,840.73  
Technology  Information and 
Learning Support 
 $290,828.66   $0   $22,449.74   $0   $187,755.87   $80,623.05   $290,828.66  
Total  $8,843,555.72   
$12,900,628.65  
 
$3,928,186.54  
 
$2,337,463.82  
  
$867,124.54  
 $14,611,409.46   
$21,744,184.37  
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5.7 Sources of Research-Only Staff Salaries 
Seventy-eight percent of research-only staff salaries were sourced from a single 
account code. Of the remaining 22%, three quarters were sourced from two 
accounts, 13% from three accounts, 11% from four accounts, and one staff 
member’s salary was sourced from five different accounts. Twelve of the staff 
members with multiple account salary sources (28.6%) received their salary 
partially from a Faculty and partially from an Institute; the remainder received 
their salaries from two different accounts in the same organisational area. 
Activity codes indicating the sources of salary funds were drawn from each 
account code (Queensland University of Technology, 2006f). Thus, it was possible 
to describe which proportion of research-only staff salaries were funded from 
external sources such as grants and consultancies, which proportion were funded 
from research operating funds, and which from non-research accounts (see figure 
5.7.1). A full list of the activity codes which constitute each funding source 
category is located in Appendix 3.   
 Figure 5.7.1 Salary source activity categories – top level, external research funding and 
internal research funding 
External 
research project 
funds
56.9%
Internal 
research project 
operating funds
28.8%
Non-research 
project funds
14.4%
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Top level salary 
source categories 
(n=889) 
National competitive 
research
40%
Other public sector 
research
16%
Industry research
26%
OCS managed 
consultancies
1%
Surplus from external 
grant accounts
1%
Faculty managed 
consultancies
1%
OCS managed projects -
other
1%
OCS managed industry 
and other commercial 
research
3%
OCS managed other 
public sector 
commercial research
2%
Externally funded 
research - other
9%
Research - 
research 
management
26.6%
Research - 
Faculty funded
73.4%
Internal research salary 
source categories 
(n=256) 
External salary 
source categories 
(n=505) 
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National competitive research grants were the most frequent sources of research-
only staff salaries (22.9% overall), followed by Faculty-funded research operating 
accounts (21.1%). Industry research accounts contributed a further 15.1%, with 
public sector research other than national competitive sources at 9.1%. Projects 
funded from the Research Management Committee operating account were 
responsible for 7.6% of salary sources. Interestingly, 14.1% of research-only 
staff salaries were from non-research sources, namely teaching and support 
accounts.  
There were differences in salary sources by employment category 
(χ2(6)=33.2,p=.0001; see figure 5.7.2). Ongoing full-time research-only staff 
were much more likely than other groups to have their salaries funded from non-
research sources, or from internal research funding. Fixed-term staff were most 
likely to have their salaries funded from external sources.  
Figure 5.7.2 Salary source activity categories by employment type  
49.6%
58.1%
67.0%
30.5%
31.9% 20.5%
42.9%
19.9%
10.0% 12.5%
50.0%
7.1%
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
Casual
(n=443)
Fixed term
full-time
(n=127)
Fixed term
part-time
(n=304)
Ongoing
full-time
(n=16)
Non research sources
Internal research salary
sources 
External salary sources 
 
Base: salary account codes 
Figure 5.7.3 depicts a significant difference in the salary sources of professional 
scale research-only staff and academic scale research only staff 
(χ2(2)=11.7,p=.003), with 20% of professional scale research-only staff salaries 
sourced from non-research accounts, compared with just 9% for academic scale 
research-only staff.  
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Figure 5.7.3 Salary source activity categories by salary scale 
51.6% 58.5%
28.6%
33.0%
19.8%
8.5%
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
Professional scale
(n=496)
Academic scale
(n=176)
Non research sources
Internal research salary
sources 
External salary sources 
 
Base: salary account codes 
 
The various organisational groups employing research-only staff exhibited 
different patterns of salary funding sources (χ2(16)=143.09, n=839, p=.0001; 
see figure 5.7.4). Divisional sources of salary funding tended to be non-research 
sources; Institutes, by contrast, used only research accounts. Science. Education, 
Health and BEE were more likely to use external research salary sources than 
Business, Law and IT.  IT and Law funded over a third of research staff salaries 
from non research project sources (these non research-project sources were 
primarily teaching and support, and teaching and support / research 
infrastructure accounts respectively); Science, Creative Industries and BEE 
employed very few research-only staff using non-research sources. 
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Figure 5.7.4 Research-only salary funding sources by Faculty / Institute 
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Base: salary account codes
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5.8 Termination of Research Only Staff Appointments 
Aggregate data regarding the termination of appointments was available for the 
last two years’ staff records with the work function flag of “research-only”, a subset 
of research-only staff (n=351). Fixed-term part-time, fixed-term full-time and 
ongoing appointments were included in the data; casual appointments were not. 
Over a two-year period, a total of 227 terminations occurred, comprising 73 
resignations, 8 cases where a fixed term contract ended and renewal was not 
sought, 15 cases where a fixed term contract ended and no renewal was offered, 
and 131 cases where a fixed term contract ended and renewal was not possible. No 
data was available on non-voluntary terminations, and the staff members for whom 
data shows on the ‘terminations’ sheets may well have gone on to other fixed-
term, casual or even ongoing appointments with QUT. 
 
5.9 Career History at QUT 
Three-quarters of research-only staff (75%) had at least one previous (non-
current) employment contract with QUT. On average, research-only staff members 
had 12.9 previous (non-current) QUT employment contracts of some type. At the 
extreme of the distribution, one current research assistant in the Faculty of Law 
had 179 previous casual teaching or research appointments, going back to 1991. 
Another individual had 152 previous short-term casual teaching and research 
contracts across three Faculties and one Institute, dating back to 1992.  
Research-only staff members were most likely to have at least one previous casual 
professional (39.7%) or casual academic (28.6%) appointment (see figure 5.9.1), 
although previous fixed-term full-time and part-time appointments were also 
common (18.5% and 11.6%). 
 
Figure 5.9.1 Proportions of research-only staff with at least one previous appointment by 
previous appointment type  
Casual academic
28.6%
Casual professional
39.7%
Fixed term full-time
18.5%
Fixed term part-time
11.6%
Ongoing full-time
1.4%
Ongoing part-time
0.2%
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However, the most common previous appointment type (see figure 5.9.2) was 
academic casual, with 54.9% of previous appointments falling into this category. 
This may be partially accounted for by the tendency of casual teaching 
appointments at QUT to involve several rates of pay (teaching, marking) and 
therefore several contracts for one position. Casual professional previous 
appointments were the second most common type of previous appointment 
(32.1%), followed by fixed-term full-time (8.7%) and fixed-term part-time (4.2%).  
 
 
Figure 5.9.2. Total proportions of research-only staff previous appointments by type 
Casual academic
54.9%Casual professional
32.1%
Fixed term full-time
8.7%
Fixed term part-time
4.2%
Ongoing full-time
0.2% Ongoing part-time
0.0%
 
 
 
Although significance tests were not possible due to the structure of the 
employment history data, ongoing research-only staff on the academic scale 
appeared to have the highest number of previous appointments, and these 
appointments were most frequently of the casual academic type (i.e., tutoring or 
lecturing). Previous casual professional appointments were also common in this 
group (see table 5.9.1 and 5.9.2). 
Fixed term full-time and part-time research-only staff also had a relatively high 
number of previous appointments on the academic scale of a casual nature, and 
once again previous casual professional contracts were common with this group. 
Casual professional research-only staff had the fewest number of previous 
appointments, on average, but a relatively high proportion of previous casual 
professional appointments (38% of total previous appointments, average 4.5 
previous) when compared with other research-only staff groups. 
There also appeared to be a positive relationship between a current academic 
appointment and number of previous academic appointments, and a current 
professional appointment with previous number of professional scale appointments.   
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Table 5.9.1 Average number of previous appointments by current employment status and 
previous appointment types   
Research-only 
staff employment 
status 
Previous appointments 
  Professional 
scale 
Academic 
scale 
Agreed 
scale 
Total 
Casual 
professional 
(n=364) 
4.4 6.5 0.7 11.6 
Fixed term full 
time (n=228) 
5.1 9.1 0.7 14.9 
Fixed term part-
time (n=88) 
3.5 9.2 0.9 13.6 
Ongoing full time 
(n=17) 
7.3 10.1 1.5 18.9 
Professional 
scale (n=574) 
5.0 5.7 0.5 11.2 
Academic scale 
(n=184) 
2.3 7.4 1.1 18.6 
Table 5.9.2 Average number of previous appointments by current employment status 
and previous appointment types  
 
Because of the structure of the data, no previous appointment analysis by Faculty 
was possible, and work-function analysis was not pursued because of unreliable 
work function data flags, as discussed in section 5.1.1. 
Research-only 
staff 
employment 
status 
Previous appointments  
  Casual 
academic 
Casual 
professional 
Fixed 
term 
full 
time 
Fixed 
term 
part 
time 
Ongoing 
full time 
Ongoing 
part 
time 
Total 
Casual professional 
(n=364) 
6.5 4.5 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 11.6 
Fixed term full 
time 
(n=228) 
7.6 3.5 3.4 0.4 0.0 0.0 14.8 
Fixed term part-
time (n=88) 
7.0 3.8 0.7 1.9 0.0 0.0 13.6 
Ongoing full time 
(n=17) 
7.7 5.6 2.6 1.8 0.8 0.3 18.9 
Professional scale 
(n=574) 
5.9 4.2 0.7 0.4 0.0 0.0 11.2 
Academic scale 
(n=184) 
10.3 4.3 2.7 1.1 0.2 0.0 18.6 
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 102
6.  FOCUS GROUPS AND ONE-ON-ONE INTERVIEWS 
Section Summary 
 Section 
Professional scale research-only staff findings 6.1.1 
Choice of QUT as an employer 
Participants from all campuses commented that they had initially 
chosen QUT as their employer because of a particular interest in an 
area of research or a particular research project, and that a position 
had come up at the right time. 
Flexibility of working arrangements was a clear reason that 
professional research-only staff continued to work at QUT. 
Convenience of location was also mentioned by participants as a 
reason for continuing to work at QUT. 
 
Recruitment, induction and orientation 
Many participants were originally QUT students, and had been 
recruited to research positions, or knew a staff member personally. 
Although some participants commented that the appointment process 
at QUT took some time, others preferred QUT’s appointment process 
to those at other universities. 
Inconsistencies in induction and orientation procedures were apparent, 
with some staff commenting they had received very little orientation 
at all, and others able to access locally-developed induction 
procedures that they were happy with. 
 
Working conditions 
Participants made positive comments about working on many and 
varied interesting research jobs, and commented several that working 
as a research-only staff member at QUT was never boring. 
Lack of job security was very commonly discussed by participants in 
the focus groups and was seen as a major deterrent to working as a 
research-only staff member. 
Co-location of research-only staff in ‘open plan’ offices was a cause of 
some concern for the participants, particularly when confidential 
research was being conducted. 
Professional scale research-only staff from two campuses discussed 
deficiencies in administrative support. Participants noted that they 
often performed administrative tasks for their projects and 
organisational areas because there were insufficient administrative 
personnel to provide support. 
Participants emphasised the importance of a supportive manager and 
team within their specific organisational areas, and were in the main 
positive about their experiences. 
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Reward and recognition 
Professional scale research-only staff did mention that university 
salaries were not competitive with industry salaries. However, they 
valued other aspects of their work more, such as autonomy, flexibility 
and interest in research, and these were key reasons for continuing to 
work at QUT.  
One issue which emerged from discussions about recognition was 
intellectual property, and acknowledgement of the contribution 
professional-scale research-only staff make to projects. Staff had 
variable experiences, but agreed that recognition via authorship was 
essential if they had made a significant contribution to a project. 
Job titles were discussed in several focus groups as being key to 
recognition and acknowledgement of professional scale research-only 
staff members. Two main points were made. First, participants 
commented on their “personal details” records in QUT Virtual. Many 
professional scale research-only staff did not have position titles 
noted, and were instead labeled as “undefined”.  
Second, participants observed that in many cases, the job title 
“research assistant” or “senior research assistant” did not seem 
appropriate to the work that they were performing. 
Participants agreed that a key way that they could be more effectively 
recognised by the University was through eligibility for appropriate 
awards and research grants schemes. They commented that 
professional scale research-only staff were often not eligible for 
research or teaching and learning awards or grants, and that casual 
staff had even fewer entitlements. 
 
Skill development 
Skill development for professional scale research-only staff was noted 
to be ad hoc and dependent on research funding availability. Some 
supervisors encouraged research-only staff to attend sessions if they 
were available; others viewed skill development as something that 
research-only staff should avail themselves of outside paid hours. The 
provision of skill development opportunities was inconsistent, with 
some organisational areas providing their own workshops and support 
to staff in their areas (e.g., CARRS-Q, Faculty of Education’s RA-pid 
and Faculty of Health’s PHRIN). Participants indicated that they 
weren’t sure which of the Research Students Centre, Library or TALSS 
courses they were eligible for. 
Support for IT literacy and use of specialised software was another key 
area for discussion amongst professional scale research-only staff. 
Participants indicated that they periodically needed targeted 
assistance with software, particularly MS Office, and research 
packages such as SPSS. Once again, Faculty-based initiatives and 
networks provided support to some staff. 
 
Career progression 
Career progression was one area in which participants held very 
consistent opinions. They agreed that for professional scale research-
only staff, there was little prospect of promotion or career progression 
except if they chose to undertake doctorates and follow a teaching-
and-research academic career path. 
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 Academic scale research-only staff findings 6.1.2 
Choice of QUT as an employer 
Academic scale research-only staff reported that their choice of QUT 
as an employer was largely based on convenience, including 
progression from previous higher degree study. Some noted that the 
flexible work environment, independence and autonomy, access to 
good facilities, and a supportive team were reasons for continuing to 
work at QUT. 
 
Recruitment, induction and orientation 
Staff highlighted concerns over the administrative processes 
associated with appointment of research-only staff and commented on 
a lack of induction and orientation for new research-only staff, but 
aside from this were positive about their initial experiences at QUT. 
Short term contracts were seen as impeding the recruitment of quality 
research-only staff. One means of addressing the problem of repeated 
short term contracts was the development of a pool of central funding 
for positions. This pool would be accessible for staff to bridge between 
contracts. 
 
Working arrangements 
While some academic research-only staff commented that they 
seemed to ‘fall through the cracks’ in terms of resourcing and working 
conditions, others were impressed with their immediate working teams 
and supervisors, and the approachability of QUT’s management staff. 
However, job security was the most frequently discussed issue within 
the topic of working arrangements. Staff discussed the idea of placing 
severance pay into a central pool for staff on three year contracts, 
noted concerns about maternity leave being funded from grants, and 
discussed problems with supervising students when on short-term 
contracts. 
Other academic research-only staff had trouble locating potential 
higher degree students to supervise, as they did not teach 
undergraduate or Honours courses. 
Some participants stated that the costs of research could be 
significantly reduced if processes and procedures associated with the 
purchase of research-related items and travel were reviewed and 
streamlined. 
There was a lack of clarity regarding the organisational structure for 
research-only staff. Some participants expressed a desire to be 
involved in Faculty/ University committees in order to represent 
research-only staff views. Others had set up their own committees, 
with variable success. 
Several academic scale research-only staff called for start-up funding 
from the university in order to develop viable projects. 
Issues were raised regarding the QUT website, in terms of usability, 
complexity and content. Staff were also developing their own 
processes to publicise their research expertise. 
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Reward and recognition 
As with the professional scale research-only staff, academic research-
only staff indicated that salary compensation was not the most 
important means of recognising their work. Several staff said that they 
would feel better recognised if the university provided them with more 
central research funding and other means of support. 
Travel and conference funding was another key theme within reward 
and recognition, with participants requesting more support to attend 
conferences, which were argued to be an important way to make 
research contacts.  
 
Skill development 
Participants noted ample and adequate opportunities for research skill 
development at QUT, but said that the administrative processes for 
these were too onerous and complex. 
The researchers requested better support to attend advanced 
workshops and conferences external to QUT. 
 
Career progression 
Participants expressed concerns about a lack of career progression in 
academic research. They discussed short-term contracts in this 
context, and a perceived lack of senior research-only positions. 
 
One-on-one semi-structured interviews with project leaders 6.2 
Recruitment and retention 
Project leaders highlighted the importance of research-only staff to 
their research productivity. 
Project leaders all emphasised the role of word-of-mouth, prior 
experience and personal contacts in locating suitable research-only 
staff. 
Two project leaders mentioned that the provision of a central RA 
database to assist with RA recruitment would be helpful. 
Limited funding and short term contracts were seen as obstacles to 
retaining research-only staff.  
 
Research-only staff skills 
Project leaders were fairly satisfied with their staff members’ skill sets, 
and were supportive of skill development in their staff. Participants 
noted a disparity between part-time / casual and full-time staff in 
terms of access to skill development and reward/ recognition. 
Project leaders also reported difficulty in training research-only staff in 
specialised skills which required attendance at external courses or 
workshops. This difficulty was primarily to do with lack of funding. 
 
Productivity barriers and enablers 
The most commonly discussed barrier to research-only staff related 
productivity was ineffective or insufficient administrative support,  
particularly in recruitment, appointment, system access and pay 
processes. 
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This report section documents the findings from 6 focus groups conducted with 
research-only staff, and 4 one-on-one interviews conducted with project leaders. 
Discussion guides for the focus groups and one-on-one interviews are located in 
Appendix 3. 
6.1 Focus groups with research-only staff 
The focus groups were conducted to provide further in-depth information about the 
issues raised by the online surveys, specifically to inform strategies to attract and 
retain quality research-only staff, gauge demand for support & development and 
reward & recognition provision, and identify strategies for research-only staff 
development. 
The themes and dimensions which were investigated included: 
• choice of QUT as employer 
• working as a research-only staff member: recruitment, induction and 
orientation, working conditions, resourcing, skill development, reward and 
recognition and career progression  
• barriers to research productivity 
• enablers of research productivity 
 
6.1.1 Professional scale research-only staff findings 
6.1.1.1 Choice of QUT as an employer 
Participants from all campuses commented that they had initially chosen QUT 
as their employer because of a particular interest in an area of research or a 
particular research project, and that a position had come up at the right time. 
Basically, it was just that I had seen the position.  I thought that sounds 
interesting.  It wasn’t so much QUT I was attracted to.  Although I was 
happy to go to QUT.  I had been mainly at UQ before, so I was happy to 
have a change.  I had a relatively good opinion of QUT. (Kelvin Grove). 
I just emailed quite a few research centres around I wanted to work with 
and they got back to me because I’d written my research interests and she 
had a project that was similar to what I wanted to work on. (Carseldine) 
…it had absolutely nothing to do with QUT… it was just that the job fit my 
skills and it just happened to be in the right timeframe. (Gardens Point) 
Flexibility of working arrangements was a clear reason that professional 
research-only staff continued to work at QUT. 
…they got me from my undergrad and then I started working here. I liked it 
because of the flexibility of the hours. (Gardens Point) 
It was a skills fit straight away, flexibility, I could sort of say the hours that 
I wanted and because they wanted my skills I could take those hours 
(Gardens Point) 
Convenience of location was also mentioned by participants as a reason for 
continuing to work at QUT. 
Another thing I was happy with was because it was close to home, even 
though it was a small thing it was important (Kelvin Grove). 
6.1.1.2 Recruitment, induction and orientation 
Many participants were originally QUT students, and had been recruited to 
research positions, or knew a staff member personally. 
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Out of all of the RAs we’ve had, and we’ve had 7 or 8 since I started, 
only one came through an advertisement in the paper… everyone else 
has been a post grad, or sometimes an undergrad coming up, and staff 
or students of QUT then were bringing in friends. (Gardens Point) 
Although some participants commented that the appointment process at QUT 
took some time, others preferred QUT’s appointment process to those at other 
universities. 
I got an assistant about three weeks ago. Trying to get her on payroll 
and set up was a nightmare. It was frustrating for me to get her set up, 
get her online. It was three weeks before she could really do anything 
(Kelvin Grove) 
Actually, I work as an RA at UQ as well. I find this is slightly better and 
it’s because of the contract arrangements, they’re very clear. It’s a lot of 
fiddling around getting contracts at UQ… it takes a fair while here but it 
takes even longer there. (Gardens Point)  
Inconsistencies in induction and orientation procedures were apparent, with 
some staff commenting they had received very little orientation at all, and 
others able to access locally-developed induction procedures that they were 
happy with. 
We had no orientation, nothing. Nobody showed us where the tearoom 
was, no one showed us where the stationery was, it was basically fend 
for yourself. (Gardens Point) 
In our area we orient for stationery, tea room, that sort of thing, but not 
how to do the job. If I hadn’t had a friend on staff who was a PhD 
student that could answer my questions… after hours even, we would 
work back and he would teach me stuff because I was completely on my 
own… eventually I wrote a training induction manual for other RAs. 
(Gardens Point)  
We have a pretty good induction package specifically for our research 
centre, but I don’t think there’s anything QUT-wide, is there? 
(Carseldine) 
6.1.1.3 Working conditions 
Participants made positive comments about working on many and varied 
interesting research jobs, and several commented that working as a research-
only staff member at QUT was never boring. 
I love the work. I mean, it’s fascinating, some of this stuff. That’s what 
keeps me coming back. And you never know quite what you’ll be 
investigating in a couple of months. The variety is fantastic. (Kelvin 
Grove) 
Lack of job security was very commonly discussed by participants in the focus 
groups and was seen as a major deterrent to working as a research-only staff 
member. 
There’s very few staff paid positions that are permanent. I don’t know why 
they are so transient…what are we losing and having to completely 
retrain?  If I think of all of the people in the year and a half that have 
been through here, do you know, what would happen if we actually kept 
people who have the skills and how powerful we could be? (Gardens Point) 
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When your contract comes to an end, you want to do the right thing and 
get all the final reports and analyses in, but you see the (next) jobs 
slipping away and you need to apply. I’d like to see QUT show us support 
– set up something that follows through, that there’s funding to tide 
people over between contracts or something. It’s very stressful going from 
grant to grant. (Kelvin Grove)  
Usually there’s a period of opportunity where there are jobs available. 
Because of successful grant applications, money starts coming in. So 
everyone seems to be trying to get staff at the same sort of time. But if 
your contract finishes in May and they’re going to start to look for people 
in October, what do you do? (Kelvin Grove) 
At the moment I’m on full super because I’m on a five year contract. But 
if I get a smaller contract next time my super will automatically drop, 
even though I’ve been here doing work since the end of 1998. This is very 
frustrating. (Kelvin Grove) 
I know that if I keep doing this work I’ll never get a mortgage or any kind 
of major loan. That’s all there is to it. So I have to make a choice: stay 
here doing the work that I love and live from hand to mouth, or change 
career and get some financial security. (Gardens Point) 
Co-location of research-only staff in ‘open plan’ offices was a cause of some 
concern for the participants, particularly when confidential research was being 
conducted. 
Well actually, in a sense, it was far better working from home, because I 
had more privacy, for the confidential type of work I was doing. But when 
I came here I was sharing an office with two other people… they don’t 
have anywhere that you can do these calls…. There are too many people 
around and too many people can hear what you’re saying. (Kelvin Grove) 
People have actually had to be moved into a little office by themselves 
because they were doing a lot of project manager work where they had to 
be on the phone and stuff all the time and it was disrupting people. 
(Kelvin Grove) 
Professional scale research-only staff from two campuses discussed deficiencies 
in administrative support. Participants noted that they often performed 
administrative tasks for their projects and organisational areas because there 
were insufficient administrative personnel to provide support. 
Since they’ve set up IHBI, we have lost our administrative support on our 
level. I run around and try to order things like toilet paper when I’ve got 
massive amounts of things to do in my own research job…. (Kelvin Grove) 
I think it’s part of the grant application problem. Because after all, they 
don’t pay for admin support within a grant application. So in a sense 
anybody that’s working on a project does everything, basically, which 
takes away from the actual research. (Gardens Point) 
Participants emphasised the importance of a supportive manager and team 
within their specific organisational areas, and were in the main positive about 
their experiences. 
The culture has to be there with the direct supervisors as well. It must all 
link together, and I don’t think it does in many places. I think CARRS-Q is 
just brilliant. I really wanted to work here because I’m interested in the 
area of research, but it’s also just one of the best places to work for. But 
other places in the University, it doesn’t happen like this. (Carseldine) 
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My immediate supervisor is great, really supportive. She does whatever 
she can to assist me to do my job well, like conference funding and 
things.  I also know there are good things happening up at the top level, 
the VC level as well… but somehow it doesn’t seem to filter down to us 
on the ground. Something happens in the middle. (Kelvin Grove)  
6.1.1.4 Reward and recognition  
Professional scale research-only staff did mention that university salaries were 
not competitive with industry salaries. However, they valued other aspects of 
their work more, such as autonomy, flexibility and interest in research, and 
these were key reasons for continuing to work at QUT.  
Yes, I was earning more money for the government than I earn now. It’s 
quite a bit. (Universities need to)… emphasise that lifestyle, doing 
something that you’re passionate about, because as much as the 
government paid me more, well yawn. I think that if you want to retain 
or attract good people that’s something to focus on. The lifestyle aspect 
and the flexibility, and doing something you feel passionate about. 
(Kelvin Grove) 
One issue which emerged from discussions about recognition was intellectual 
property, and acknowledgement of the contribution professional-scale research-
only staff make to projects. Staff had variable experiences, but agreed that 
recognition via authorship was essential if they had made a significant 
contribution to a project. 
There are the enlightened, ethical supervisors, but then there are the 
ones that are, “I want my career to go really, really well so I’ll get all 
my employees to write my papers and I’ll be first or only author on all 
of them”. You’re in a vulnerable situation, sort of low in the hierarchy, 
you want a job when your contract expires, so you don’t want to rock 
the boat too much and you don’t say anything. (Kelvin Grove) 
And even authorship. I was here four weeks and I wrote the literature 
review for the report for the project. I actually got my name on 
something. I felt really great, really valued. That was never done 
elsewhere. (Carseldine) 
There could be a policy adopted, you know, something central so 
everyone knows what the rules of authorship are. (Gardens Point) 
 
Job titles were discussed in several focus groups as being key to recognition and 
acknowledgement of professional scale research-only staff members. Two main 
points were made. First, participants commented on their “personal details” records 
in QUT Virtual. Many professional scale research-only staff did not have position 
titles noted, and were instead labeled as “undefined”.  
Participant 1: I think that central thing that we’ve been talking about 
would definitely help, so you’ve got everyone on record, you know 
where they’re up to, you know what courses they’ve done, you know 
what courses they need to do so having someone or something that is 
aware of all the RAs in that faculty or that department, yes. 
Participant 2: But I’m ‘undefined’ in my QUT Virtual. 
Participant 3: I’ve just got that changed because I was sick of three 
years of being ‘undefined’. 
Participant 4: I was three years ‘undefined’. 
Participant 5: I’m still ‘undefined’. (Gardens Point) 
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Second, participants observed that in many cases, the job title “research assistant” 
or “senior research assistant” did not seem appropriate to the work that they were 
performing. 
When I was hired, I was a Senior Project Officer. But the first day I 
came here, I was just another hack… you try putting Research Assistant 
on a resume and sending it out to Industry. (Carseldine) 
“Research assistant” is a strange title for someone who runs the project. 
It doesn’t seem to sum up what I do at all. (Kelvin Grove) 
How embarrassing is it to go to a conference, present a paper you wrote 
and then hand over a card with “research assistant” on it. No one’s ever 
going to take you seriously. (Gardens Point) 
Participants agreed that a key way that they could be more effectively recognised 
by the University was through eligibility for appropriate awards and research grants 
schemes. They commented that professional scale research-only staff were often 
not eligible for research or teaching and learning awards or grants, and that casual 
staff had even fewer entitlements. 
They’ve got awards for teaching and they’ve got awards for research, 
but academics get all of those, and there’s just nothing for great work 
that XXXX did. We can’t come together, and nominate him for 
something that he could get for that great work. (Carseldine) 
A lot of us aren’t eligible for university awards, because we’re 
professional and casual. I wanted to nominate for a Faculty Equity 
Award last year, and guess what, I couldn’t. Talk about ironic. (Kelvin 
Grove) 
I actually got last year an internal grant in the University and apparently 
– the same thing, I didn’t know I couldn’t get it and I applied.  Then 
apparently I heard at committee level that they decided to grant it and 
there was a huge argument because I wasn’t in the academic stream. 
Now I ended up getting it, and it was only a few thousand dollars, but 
this was ground breaking stuff because I wasn’t supposedly entitled to 
this. (Carseldine) 
6.1.1.5 Skill development 
Skill development for professional scale research-only staff was noted to be ad hoc 
and dependent on research funding availability. Some supervisors encouraged 
research-only staff to attend sessions if they were available; others viewed skill 
development as something that research-only staff should avail themselves of 
outside paid hours. The provision of skill development opportunities was 
inconsistent, with some organisational areas providing their own workshops and 
support to staff in their areas (e.g., CARRS-Q, Faculty of Education’s RA-pid and 
Faculty of Health’s PHRIN). Participants indicated that they weren’t sure which of 
the Research Students Centre, Library or TALSS courses they were eligible for. 
They’re probably there we just don’t know or we don’t have the 
opportunity or no one will pay for us to go on it, or it’s not in our 
contract, or… in your own time… I’ve only really found your website (RA-
pid) in the last four weeks, I think with a couple of links to the different 
programs that you’re running. Before that I wasn’t even aware that 
there was something. (Gardens Point) 
There’s always courses you’re encouraged to do. I’ve got one I’m going 
to in another month which fits in well with the type of work that I do. 
And QUT have paid for that, and given me the opportunity to do it. 
(Carseldine) 
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Are we even allowed to do that library skills course AIRS?  We do 
database searches and lit reviews more than anybody, shouldn’t we get 
to do it as well? (Gardens Point) 
Support for IT literacy and use of specialised software was another key area for 
discussion amongst professional scale research-only staff. Participants indicated 
that they periodically needed targeted assistance with software, particularly MS 
Office, and research packages such as SPSS. Once again, Faculty-based initiatives 
and networks provided support to some staff. 
You get awesome help with Endnote, like I got totally tangled up the 
other day with it, codes everywhere and he really helped… but if I’m 
stuck with Word or something, where do I go? You need answers right 
away.  (Gardens Point) 
Instead of trying to go on a course in 2 months’ time, it’d be nice to 
have someone – the 4000 system’s great, but we need something like 
that for Excel and Access. (Kelvin Grove) 
So I rang 4000 … they went away for ages … anyway, the guy came 
back and said, “Nuh, can’t help you”. I said, “what do you mean you 
can’t help me?”. I said, “can anybody in this 4000 thing, can anybody 
help me?” “No.” “So nobody there knows anything about the program 
that can help me”. (Kelvin Grove)  
That’s part of what PHRIN’s all about, to sort of shoot it out. You can ask 
and if someone’s been working on Access… I found the appropriate 
person on my floor. She said, “OK, we’ll do this and this.” “Fantastic, 
thank you”. I was off. (Kelvin Grove) 
6.1.1.6 Career progression 
Career progression was one area in which participants held very consistent 
opinions. They agreed that for professional scale research-only staff, there was 
little prospect of promotion or career progression except if they chose to undertake 
doctorates and follow a teaching-and-research academic career path. 
You get to a certain level and you get the final increment and that’s it. 
They say,”we can’t pay you more because the postdocs are on this, and 
we can’t pay you more than them”. Even though you’ve been doing 
research longer than most postdocs. (Kelvin Grove) 
If you were to do this exact interview this time in two years, I would 
almost guarantee most people sitting around this table won’t be here 
because everyone here is a Senior Research Assistant and that’s as high 
as you can go.” (Carseldine) 
In career progression terms, you reached the ceiling in the research arm 
very quickly, whereas in the academic sense, you’ve got opportunity for 
promotion every 12 months to 2 years (Carseldine). 
I think actually there is an issue about pay and career structure and all 
those things and because you’re sort of flexible, which is fantastic, 
you’re also invisible and it means that you can be an RA on the same 
level for ever and ever unless you get lucky and somebody says, “No, 
I’m going to put you up to SRA”, which happened to me this year after 
nine years, even though I’m doing exactly what I did before. (Gardens 
Point) 
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6.1.2 Academic scale research-only staff findings 
6.1.2.1 Choice of QUT as an employer 
Academic scale research-only staff reported that their choice of QUT as an 
employer was largely based on convenience, including progression from 
previous higher degree study. Some noted that the flexible work environment, 
independence and autonomy, access to good facilities, and a supportive team 
were reasons for continuing to work at QUT. 
…there wasn’t really a conscious decision because I came out of my 
PhD and the support network that I had with other colleagues and my 
supervisor was such that we developed this Discovery application.  So 
there wasn’t really a set decision, it was a natural progression. (Kelvin 
Grove) 
 
Now I stayed at QUT for seven years because I have a very good 
working environment as far as the team is concerned, as far as the 
equipment is concerned so I am trying to do as much as I can to stay 
here. (Gardens Point) 
 
I would say flexibility, because I was not assigned to any particular 
project.  I was given free-hand to come up with my own research 
team and work on different projects, instead of being stuck with a 
single project and most of the post-docs do.  That’s what I wanted, 
because my research here was quite different what others are doing in 
other schools, so that was a big advantage.(Gardens Point) 
 
I mostly agree with the gentleman about flexibility.  Here, as a post-
doc, I appreciate the possibility to work with my own ideas or start 
new things, which may be very prescribed. (Gardens Point) 
6.1.2.2 Recruitment, induction and orientation 
Staff highlighted concerns over the administrative processes associated with 
appointment of research-only staff and commented on a lack of induction and 
orientation for new research-only staff, but aside from this were positive about 
their initial experiences at QUT. 
 It took some time for the paperwork to be finalised, and no there 
wasn’t much in the way of induction, but my initial management team 
were very supportive, and I couldn’t have asked for more. (Kelvin 
Grove). 
Short term contracts were seen as impeding the recruitment of quality research-
only staff. One means of addressing the problem of repeated short term contracts 
was the development of a pool of central funding for positions. This pool would be 
accessible for staff to bridge between contracts. 
Well you can have some systems when people apply for grants, like 
research fellowships or even ARC Discovery… QUT used to have that a 
couple of years ago, if you are in the top 20% they give you a lump 
sum of money to tide you over. It’s a good long or mid-term 
investment for the university.(Gardens Point) 
At Flinders where I came from they had the scheme where if you didn’t 
quite get there they gave you money to keep going so you didn’t lose 
all capacity. But here it is sort of like your contract ends, gee that’s a 
problem you had better sort that out. There is no safety net and no 
security. (Kelvin Grove) 
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6.1.2.3 Working arrangements 
Research staff, I think, are treated as second-class compared to 
academic and admin staff. (Kelvin Grove) 
While some academic research-only staff commented that they seemed to ‘fall 
through the cracks’ in terms of resourcing and working conditions, others were 
impressed with their immediate working teams and supervisors, and the 
approachability of QUT’s management staff. 
I think QUT has – and it might just be my prior experience, but – a 
flatter structure of hierarchy. It’s better than other places. (Gardens 
Point) 
However, job security was the most frequently discussed issue within the topic 
of working arrangements. Staff discussed the idea of placing severance pay into 
a central pool for staff on three year contracts, noted concerns about maternity 
leave being funded from grants, and discussed problems with supervising 
students when on short-term contracts. 
For me, the big worry is the duration of the contract. Mostly, it’s three 
years or less and they complete one year or a half year, they start to 
worry about what’s going to happen in the future – what’s going to 
happen next. They start planning for it, working on the next thing. 
(Kelvin Grove) 
I know I don’t put 100% commitment to grant writing. What I am 
more interested in is getting publications because if I am going to 
leave I have two studies that I haven’t finished writing up, even 
though I’m on to the next project, you never get to finish the studies 
you’ve done. (Gardens Point) 
There is a huge issue around maternity leave. The maternity leave has 
to be paid on the grant which is very difficult to justify to your funding 
body that you need to pay for somebody for whatever the time is. 
(Kelvin Grove) 
My project is half a million dollars and I’m the only one employed on it. 
I don’t get half a million dollars, the university does very well out of 
us, but at the end of my three year contract there is an expectation 
that I’ll go out and find the next half a million dollars or whatever. 
(Kelvin Grove) 
It also has an impact on postgrad supervision. We have one fellow and 
his contract is just one year. He cannot really supervise anyone 
because a PhD is three years and they always say “well you might be 
going soon”. (Kelvin Grove) 
Other academic research-only staff had trouble locating potential higher degree 
students to supervise, as they did not teach undergraduate or Honours courses. 
Sometimes students come to see you with a project idea, or you get a 
contact via someone else in the Faculty… but other times you’re kind 
of “out of the loop” when it comes to supervision. (Gardens Point) 
Some participants stated that the costs of research could be significantly 
reduced if processes and procedures associated with the purchase of research-
related items and travel were reviewed and streamlined. 
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I have a colleague at UQ and we talk about issues…there are lots of 
similarities; there’s lots of red tape, there are huge issues around 
travel and the purchase of hardware. I think those agreements where 
we have to go through certain travel providers is a big disgrace. One 
colleague actually mentioned that he has to add another $4,000 per 
quarter to his travel budget because he cannot source any out in the 
market airfares and it takes him longer as well. (Gardens Point) 
There was a lack of clarity regarding the organisational structure for research-
only staff. Some participants expressed a desire to be involved in Faculty / 
University committees in order to represent research-only staff views. Others 
had set up their own committees, with variable success. 
Teaching units are quite formally structured, they have the discipline 
meetings etc; there are minutes being kept. For research staff we just 
started a couple of weeks back to have a meeting of all of the research 
staff… I actually want to get some of the business stuff off my chest, I 
want to find out about PPR, about employment contracts, funding, 
getting stuff published, profiling our research expertise on the web. 
(Kelvin Grove) 
At one point we actually set up our own research committee meetings 
every six weeks and we chaired them ourselves and one person went 
to the School XXXX Research Committee and took our concerns. We’re 
not allowed to do that now. (Kelvin Grove) 
I think theoretically there could be a great opportunity…. to have 
representation and have these kinds of things sorted. But it’s not very 
accessible… apparently there is a Research and Innovation committee. 
I am not sure who is on it, and I am not sure if they publish their stuff 
anywhere, I am not sure if it is secret. (Kelvin Grove) 
Several academic scale research-only staff called for start-up funding from the 
university in order to develop viable projects. 
We need a research start-up grant.  I’ve seen many universities with a 
research start-up grant for post docs and research fellows. In QUT, 
there is no such provision. (Kelvin Grove) 
I was working with a post doc at UQ, and he had a research start-up 
grant of $200,000. You need to have a start-up ground where you can 
establish yourself (Kelvin Grove) 
Issues were raised regarding the QUT website, in terms of usability, complexity 
and content. Staff were also developing their own processes to publicise their 
research expertise. 
The website is a complete disaster… no one is responsible for the 
website. There is no engagement with what we would like to see there. 
I actually solve this process now myself to have our research profiled 
properly and it has taken nearly 8 months… it is very hard because they 
all say no we can’t because of policy and what not. (Gardens Point) 
6.1.2.4 Reward and recognition 
As with the professional scale research-only staff, academic research-only staff 
indicated that salary compensation was not the most important means of 
recognising their work. Several staff said that they would feel better recognised if 
the university provided them with more central research funding and other means 
of support. 
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Instead of giving money to the individual it would be better to give some 
research support. I think it would be a good affirmation. If they say, “OK 
we’ll give you a $10,000 research grant”. In UQ, there are many such 
schemes. They don’t give money to the researcher, but to the research 
plan and that researcher can use it for travel or buying equipment or 
going to industry for collaborating”. (Gardens Point) 
Travel and conference funding was another key theme within reward and 
recognition, with participants requesting more support to attend conferences, 
which were argued to be an important way to make research contacts.  
I asked my research director if he could fund to go to US and present a 
paper and he said there is no money. You have to wait two years before 
you can get $1,500 which doesn’t even cover half the cost. I’ve been 
asking my overseas collaborators to pay the registration fees. If I don’t 
the paper’s not accepted. (Gardens Point) 
In fact, one of the papers was accepted and not published because I was 
not able to pay the money. It pains me that I see other researchers 
going to the same conference. They are from QUT. I’m annoyed when 
they won’t pay the registration, which is like $400. (Gardens Point) 
6.1.2.5 Skill development 
Participants noted ample and adequate opportunities for research skill development 
at QUT, but said that the administrative processes for these were too onerous and 
complex. 
You have great access to workshops etc, I think they are very good and I 
wouldn’t change anything. Now on the other hand you have all the 
administration or red tape aspects that have become more and more 
difficult. Forms for travel have to be approved, in my case, by five people… 
it is too much. (Gardens Point) 
The researchers requested better support to attend advanced workshops and 
conferences external to QUT. 
Really national and international workshops, because most of these 
workshops are every two to four years and they cover the topics which are 
the latest and emerging topics. You can get ideas from them to apply for 
new grants, also. I think they should be actively encouraging us to go to 
these places. (Kelvin Grove) 
6.1.2.6 Career progression 
Participants expressed concerns about a lack of career progression in academic 
research. They discussed short-term contracts in this context, and a perceived lack 
of senior research-only positions. 
I think the three-year contract thing is not a great way to go for 
involvement in career. It doesn’t match up very well. (Gardens Point) 
It’s hard to get past a certain point unless you go the conventional lecturer / 
senior lecturer path, which is annoying. We’re employed for our research 
expertise, why is the only way to make progress in my career teaching 
undergrads? (Kelvin Grove) 
6.2 One-on-one semi-structured interviews with project leaders 
Interviews were conducted with four project leaders who indicated that they would 
be prepared in speaking further with the research team about research-only staff 
issues. 
The themes and dimensions which were investigated included: 
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• recruitment and retention of research-only staff – past experience and 
strategies 
• research-only staff skill sets and skill development 
• barriers to research productivity 
• enablers of research productivity 
 
6.2.1 Recruitment and retention of research-only staff 
Project leaders highlighted the importance of research-only staff to their 
research productivity. 
I have a full-time research assistant, a part-time one, another part-time 
one, and I have a post-doc, so five – five people and two students. They 
are critical – they do all the bench work. (Kelvin Grove) 
She’s very important to my research productivity. I would not have been 
able to publish as much as I have without that assistance. Even though 
it’s only one day a week, it’s one day a week I don’t have. (Gardens Point) 
Project leaders all emphasised the role of word-of-mouth, prior experience and 
personal contacts in locating suitable research-only staff. 
Another way for short term contracts is just word of mouth, so completing 
Honours students and emailing out to people have you got anyone who 
would be available 3 to 6 to 12 months. Yeah I’ve got good people that 
way. (Kelvin Grove) 
He was my student, so it was a logical progression once he finished his 
Masters. (Carseldine) 
I had actually worked with her a few times, so she was a personal contact. 
In fact we had quite a similar career trajectory, except I went on to my 
PhD and she didn’t. She was very happy to come and work with me and 
she was on top of the issues so she was perfect. (Gardens Point) 
Two project leaders mentioned that the provision of a central RA database to 
assist with RA recruitment would be helpful. 
Yeah, a database of people and not necessarily within a Faculty either 
because I deal with a fair bit of multidisciplinary research… maybe people 
could write up a personal profile, a list of publications they have, their 
background… like a seek.com site. (Gardens Point) 
Limited funding and short term contracts were seen as obstacles to retaining 
research-only staff. 
But you see the whole problem with research only staff is the insecurity of 
it. They almost always work on short term contracts and when you get to 
a point in your life when you’ve got children and a mortgage, you know… I 
was absolutely sick to death of living on a knife edge all the time 
wondering where the next contract was coming from. (Gardens Point) 
For professional research-only staff it’s worse. They live on 3 or 6 month 
contracts, not year or 3 year contracts. (Gardens Point) 
The ARC never fund the whole salary, so you’re juggling and trying to give 
them enough to get by on and still do the research. (Carseldine) 
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6.2.2 Research-only staff skill sets 
Project leaders were fairly satisfied with their staff members’ skill sets, and 
were supportive of skill development in their staff. Participants noted a disparity 
between part-time/ casual and full-time staff in terms of access to skill 
development and reward / recognition. 
I was thinking about it because our research advisor is running a 
preliminary stats course soon. I was going to suggest my RA go along and 
then I thought that I can’t expect her to do that in her own time and at 
one day a week I really don’t have the funding to pay her to do that. 
(Gardens Point) 
I think they need to be a little bit more careful about how they include 
full-time staff in things but not non full-time staff because its 
discriminatory. (Gardens Point) 
Project leaders also reported difficulty in training research-only staff in 
specialised skills which required attendance at external courses or workshops. 
Primarily this difficulty was to do with lack of funding. 
Along the lines that you can get access to external skills when you need 
them. A critical area for researchers is to link up with people in other 
institutions. I have colleagues overseas who are more than happy for me 
to send someone over to be trained in a particular discipline but it costs 
money… So making it easier would help… I would be sending my technical 
people out to be trained in those areas and my students. (Kelvin Grove) 
 
6.2.3 Research productivity barriers and enablers 
The most commonly discussed barrier to research-only staff related productivity 
was ineffective or insufficient administrative support,  particularly in 
recruitment, appointment, system access and pay processes. 
Having administrative support is just essential and we do have that, it’s 
just a bit ad hoc. Even some of those admin people are on short term 
contracts. You never know when they are going to be taken away. 
(Gardens Point) 
Well I think they could make the processes easier by providing better 
support mechanisms for actually processing the paperwork. If I can tell 
someone in HR that I need this person and they do it for me that would 
simplify my life. It would allow me to focus on my research…I have friends 
at other institutions and they tell me that they are supported. They can 
focus more of their attention on their research because they are not so 
bogged down in paperwork. (Kelvin Grove) 
So getting the research support people actually supporting research, not 
supporting the bureaucracy, that is the primary thing… I think too Arun 
Sharma has done a good job in sparking people’s interests in research, 
but there’s a layer below him that hasn’t got the message. There is a 
whole lot of bureaucracy in there where it is difficult to find your way 
through it. (Kelvin Grove)  
She always seems to be chasing new ID cards which run out and then she 
can’t go to the library because of her ID card. She’s constantly on new 
contracts. (Gardens Point) 
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7.  DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The results of this study support and further elaborate on findings from the 
preliminary work conducted into research-only staff in Australian universities 
(Bridgstock & Wilss, 2005; Hobson et al., 2005; University of Western Australia, 
2000). First, QUT Human Resources databases revealed far larger numbers of 
research staff than anticipated. In part this was because of inconsistent application 
of ‘research-only’ flags to human resources records which resulted in previous 
under-reporting. In part it may also have been because many (particularly 
professional scale) research-only staff seem to have a ‘low profile’ within the 
university and do not attend events or meetings, work from home or in the field 
collecting data, or work irregular hours (Bridgstock & Wilss, 2005). 
QUT research-only staff and project leaders alike report a continuing passion for 
their research, and appreciate work flexibility and autonomy, supportive colleagues 
and immediate supervisors, and the excellent support from the Office of Research 
and the Library. In addition, local best practice was identified in several areas, in 
the form of PHRIN (The Public Health Research Information Network) (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006o), The Faculty of Education’s RA-pid (Research 
Assistant Professional Development) (Queensland University of Technology, 
2006~), and the research staff network at CARRS-Q (Queensland University of 
Technology, 2006e). 
Although the data demonstrates that the working conditions of academic and 
general scale research-only staff are different, particularly in terms of allowances, 
workload provisions and mechanisms for promotion to higher levels, research-only 
staff on both scales often suffer from discontinuity of employment. For academic 
scale research staff this is occurs most commonly in the form of fixed-term 
contracts, and for professional scale researchers it is manifest in pervasive 
casualisation. Currently, it appears that research-only staff who are serious about a 
career in university-based research must undertake conventional academic 
research-and-teaching roles, or face a future of multiple finite project-based 
contracts where recruitment of staff and research tasks are completed ‘just in time’ 
within a strict budget, and there is little room for staff support and development. 
Given the competitive research culture within which they operate, the less than 
positive feedback given by research-only staff in this study and others at other 
universities (Debowski, 2004; Hobson et al., 2005; University of Western Australia, 
2000) is not surprising. Priority areas for QUT’s attention, as identified in the 
present research include: (i) insufficient induction / orientation provision; (ii) 
uneven and insufficient access to research skill development opportunities; (iii) a 
lack of recognition and acknowledgement of the considerable input research-only 
staff make to projects; and (iv) a lack of career progression opportunities for 
research-only staff, whether doctorally qualified or not. 
Eleven key proposals flow from these findings. A tabulated full set of 
recommendations arising from the findings is also located at the end of 
this section (see table 7.1). 
Where significant restructuring to QUT’s staff profile may be involved in proposals 
outlined below (e.g., proposals 3, 4 and 8), a full cost-benefit analysis, 
including consideration of intangible benefits and costs and equity issues, 
should be undertaken under a formal workforce planning process 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2006|) before proceeding. QUT 
recently carried out this type of analysis in considering the degree of 
sessionalisation of teaching staff (Queensland University of Technology, 2006g). 
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Proposal 1: Continue to increase the visibility of research-only staff 
 
Research-only staff exert a strong influence on QUT’S research productivity, and 
their salaries represent a significant investment. It is therefore vital to regularly 
audit and benchmark our research-only staff “assets”, and monitor key research 
staff indicators on an ongoing basis. Research-only staff objectives and 
indicators of research-only staff employment, support and development 
should be included in top-level and Faculty / Institute-based research and 
people / culture strategic plans. Divisional plans should include explicit 
objectives and strategies for support of research-only staff. It is noteworthy 
that the QUT Library has already included both academic and professional scale 
research staff training, information retrieval support and study places in its latest 
round of strategic planning (Queensland University of Technology, 2006y, 2006{). 
 
Proposal 2: Ensure the consistent application of research-only work 
function flags to employee records 
 
QUT Human Resources database findings showed that a significant proportion of 
research staff records were flagged with work functions of other rather than 
research-only. The work function flag is used to retrieve records whenever reports 
on research-only staff are made. In the interests of research staff visibility and 
accurate reporting, the research-only work function should be applied 
consistently in line with the DEST definition: “work involves undertaking only 
research work or providing technical or professional research assistance, or the 
management and leadership of research staff and of staff who support research 
staff. There may be limited other work (e.g., participation in the development of 
postgraduate courses and supervision of postgraduate students)” (Department of 
Education Science and Training, 2006b, section 3 para 2).  
Many of the research staff whose records were assigned an other work function 
were research assistants or senior research assistants. However, according to the 
definition, those who provide technical or professional research assistance should 
be classified as research-only. There are significant pragmatic reasons for 
identifying research-only staff of all types as well. In some cases, it may be difficult 
for Human Resources personnel to identify a work function from staff appointment 
documentation. It is therefore recommended that staff appointment forms 
be amended to include a work-function question, as per the Appointment to 
Senior Staff (Queensland University of Technology, 2006d) form already in use. 
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Proposal 3: Appoint all career researchers under Academic classifications 
 
Staff who conduct research should work under appropriate conditions for the tasks 
they undertake. Career researchers are those research-only staff members 
who, either presently or in the foreseeable future, may need to: apply for 
research funding, travel to conduct research or attend research 
conferences, perform consultancy work, or access research-based 
professional development and research career promotion opportunities. 
These staff members should be appointed under QUT’s Academic 
Enterprise Bargaining Agreement (Queensland University of Technology, 
2006u) which makes provision for the above activities; the Professional Staff 
Enterprise Bargaining Agreement (Queensland University of Technology, 2006v) 
does not. Descriptors for academic research-only staff will require redrafting to 
include career researchers previously appointed at HEWA levels 4-6. Examples of 
research staff descriptors where all research-only staff are included within the 
academic classification can be located include Monash University (Monash 
University, 2005) and the University of Melbourne (University of Melbourne, 
2006b). 
Part-time and full-time professional scale research-only staff cannot access certain 
types of grants (e.g., Queensland University of Technology, 2006‰), academic 
promotion schemes (Queensland University of Technology, 2006u), development 
opportunities such as Professional Development Leave and some travel funding 
sources (Queensland University of Technology, 2006r) and the Early Career 
Researcher scheme (Queensland University of Technology, 2006h). Until recently, 
professional staff have been prohibited from performing outside work whereas 
academic staff have been encouraged to undertake consultancies; the policies and 
procedures for each classification remain substantially different (M.O.P.P. D/7.1.1 
and B/7.9.1). Outside work relating to a professional staff member’s duties or area 
of expertise at QUT must be approved by OCS and payments are made into the 
QUT operational area account, whereas academic staff are eligible to undertake 
private outside work relating to their employment and receive payment for it. 
However, part-time / full-time professional scale research-only staff are eligible for 
allowances for first aid, tools, sanitation duties and field trips (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006v). Their work is timetabled, and there are extensive 
provisions in the Enterprise Bargaining Agreement for time off in lieu and overtime. 
They are eligible for the Professional Development Program for professional scale 
staff and for job exchange (Queensland University of Technology, 2006 ).  
A professional classification is therefore more appropriate for staff 
members who are engaged in finite and supporting research roles without 
significant intellectual contribution to research projects, who will require 
access to time off in lieu, overtime and flexi-time, and who do not prioritise 
research career progression or skill development. This is congruent with the DEST-
defined distinction between Academic and General / Professional staff. 
Academic staff, as distinct from general / professional staff, are defined as “those 
appointed wholly or principally to undertake a teaching-only, research-only or 
teaching-and-research function, or those appointed by an institution to be 
responsible for such people. It excludes members of staff appointed wholly or 
principally to support the three types of members of staff referred to above” 
(Department of Education Science and Training, 2006b).  
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Proposal 4: Move towards continuity of research employment 
 
This study revealed that QUT currently employs only 17 ongoing research-only staff 
members. Ninety eight percent of research-only staff are fixed-term or casual staff. 
The lack of ongoing research positions and a reliance on ‘soft’ grant funds to 
provide staff salaries was a commonly discussed source of dissatisfaction amongst 
research-only staff members, and a key barrier to attracting and retaining good 
quality staff according to both research-only staff and project leaders. It is 
therefore recommended that: (i) where appropriate, QUT should employ 
research-only staff on fixed-term part-time or full-time contracts in 
preference to casual contracts, and (ii) that a number of ongoing research 
positions be created under the Faculty / Institute workforce planning 
process. 
(i) From casual to fixed-term contracts 
The findings indicate that there are a large number of research-only staff at QUT 
who are employed on casual appointments even though they are employed for a 
continuous period, on a regular basis, for the maximum duration possible on a 
single contract (6 months) at a 1.0 fraction, and that they have a history of 4-5 
previous similar casual contracts, on average. 
There seem to be few advantages to engaging a casual professional scale 
researcher for either the university or the staff member, apart from convenience, 
flexibility and the ability to cover unexpected events. Casual professional research-
only staff, who are hired by the hour, are ineligible for incremental progression, 
professional development planning, benefits, or leave of any type (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006v), and cannot apply for many types of grants, 
awards, support, or paid skills development (Bridgstock & Wilss, 2005). They may 
have trouble applying for home and personal loans because of their work 
arrangements.  
From the project leader’s perspective, although casual research-only staff can be 
an immediate means of getting work completed, high staff turnover, periodic 
difficulties in locating suitable individuals and skill deficits mean that casual 
contracts are not a preferred option. 
Project leaders should be encouraged to employ research-only staff on 
part-time or full-time contracts where appropriate (i.e., when the work is 
regular, continuous and for more than 3 months). Part-time and full-time 
contracts involve 17% less salary expense to the university (including loadings for 
leave and benefits) than a casual equivalent contract if the contract is one year or 
less, and 10% less if the contract is more than one year. Infrastructure costs 
(building space, desks, phones) should be comparable to the present situation, and 
overhead costs should be containable.  
In the most recent Enterprise Bargaining Agreement, a clause has been included to 
allow conversion from casual to ongoing employment if a research-only staff 
member has been employed for more than 12 months at more than a 0.5 fraction 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2006v). However, this clause stipulates 
many instances where the staff member is not eligible for conversion, e.g., 
irregular work hours, changes in the nature of the work, or the work may cease. In 
the instance of project-based research work where the job duration is finite but the 
staff member’s skills may be useful elsewhere in the organisational area, this 
clause is not as helpful as it might be. 
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 122
Further, it is suggested that rather than employing multiple casual research-only 
staff piecemeal to perform intermittent or ad hoc tasks on individual projects for a 
few hours per week, that Research Centres / Institutes employ a number of 
part-time or full-time research-only staff (who have access to staff 
benefits, skill and professional development) centrally. Research project 
leaders can access these staff members’ expertise by contributing funds from their 
project accounts, and thereby increase their chances of being able to locate and 
employ skilled research staff with relevant research interests when they need 
them. 
(ii) From fixed-term to ongoing contracts 
While some research-only staff may prefer contract work for lifestyle reasons, this 
study’s findings indicate that a significant proportion of QUT’s research-only staff 
who are employed on longer term fixed-term contracts would prefer to be 
employed on a more permanent basis, and believe that they would be more 
research-productive if this were the case.  
It is recommended that QUT consider creating a number of longer fixed-term 
or ongoing research fellow, senior research fellow, and principal research 
fellow positions. The QUT University Workforce Plan 2007-2009 (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006‡) makes provision for: 30 new research professor 
appointments by 2008; further employment of sessional academic staff to permit 
teaching-and-research academic staff time to focus on research; and scaffolding 
and development opportunities for early career teaching-and-research academics 
to enhance research productivity (Queensland University of Technology, 2006‡). 
However, research-only appointments at academic levels A to D are not included in 
the plan, and professional scale research-only staff are also excluded. A staff 
profile including specialised research positions is essential for 
sustainability and augmentation of research productivity at QUT. 
Several participants in the present study indicated that at other universities, and 
previously at QUT, there had been a “safety net” for staff at the end of fixed term 
contracts, in the form of severance pay. They commented that at QUT this was not 
the case. Clauses 42.3.2 of the Academic EBA and 52.4b of the Professional EBA 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2006u, 2006v) make provision for 
severance pay in the instance where the staff member has had a second or 
subsequent contract to perform the same tasks and they are seeking to continue 
employment. However, present findings show that fixed-term research-only staff 
at QUT are employed for up to 5 years on a single fixed-term contract, and can be 
employed for up to two years without a formal recruitment process. These staff 
are at present ineligible for severance pay. It is suggested that QUT consider 
providing severance pay to research-only staff on long single fixed-term 
contracts. 
 
Proposal 5: Improve “intangible” forms of research-only staff recognition  
 
While research-only staff in this study commented that university salaries were not 
competitive with industry salaries, most were not as concerned about remuneration 
as they were about less tangible aspects of reward and recognition at QUT which 
made them feel as though they were “invisible”. These issues included intellectual 
property and authorship, eligibility for awards schemes, and a perceived lack of 
representation on Faculty/ Institute and university committees.  
Authorship 
In terms of recognition of research-only staff members’ intellectual contribution to 
research, QUT’s MOPP sections 2.6.5 and 8.1.1 (Queensland University of 
Technology, 2006q) outlines policy regarding intellectual property and authorship, 
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stating clearly that authorship is warranted when the individual has made a 
substantial contribution in terms of i) conception and design, or analysis and 
interpretation of data;  ii) drafting the article or revising it critically for important 
intellectual content, and  iii) final approval of the version to be published. All 
research staff and project leaders should be reminded of this provision. 
Discussion of the authorship of any research outputs should become part 
of initial induction procedures undertaken by project leaders when research-only 
staff are appointed, or when new projects commence. 
 
Awards schemes 
The two staff awards schemes at QUT for which research-only staff might be 
eligible (although both are under review in 2006) are the University Award for 
Outstanding Academic Contribution (Queensland University of Technology, 2006…), 
and the Outstanding Contribution Award (Professional Staff) (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006n). These schemes are open to ongoing or fixed-
term (i.e., non-casual) staff. 
 
The Outstanding Academic Contribution scheme is for academics appointed from 
levels A to C, for teaching, research and scholarship and / or community service. In 
previous years research-only staff have been recipients of these Awards, albeit 
rarely (e.g., 2002 – Associate Professor Gavin Turrell, Senior Research Fellow). 
However, under the Outstanding Contribution Award (Professional Staff), prizes are 
awarded for innovation / improvement, initiative, and client focus. These criteria 
are less relevant to research-only staff than other staff members. This issue will be 
remediated by appointing all career research staff under an Academic classification. 
However, in the interim appropriate award schemes should be instituted for 
research-only staff.  
 
Some Faculties already offer internal research awards for which research-only staff 
are eligible to apply (e.g., Law). It is recommended that all Faculties and 
Institutes establish research awards schemes as a research incentive and 
means of recognition for staff undertaking research, and that research-
only staff are encouraged to apply. Awards need not be financially onerous to a 
Faculty, and provide a key method of recognising excellence in research at QUT. 
 
Representation on Faculty / Institute / University committees 
Many research-only staff in the present study commented that their interests were 
not sufficiently represented on management committees such as the Research and 
Innovation Committee (Queensland University of Technology, 2006†), Faculty 
Academic Boards (Queensland University of Technology, 2006a), and the 
Academic/ Professional Staff Consultative Committees (Queensland University of 
Technology, 2006b, 2006s). A review of University-level committee composition 
revealed that research-only staff were generally eligible to be representatives, 
although these positions were not explicitly listed as for research-only staff, but 
rather as “early career researchers”, “a representative from an Institute”, or simply 
as “academic staff members”. 
 
It is recommended that as a minimum research-only staff be represented 
on research management committees at the Faculty / Institute level. Some 
Faculties already make provision for research-only staff representation on 
committees (e.g., Queensland University of Technology, 2006i). However, 
networks must also be established such that research-only staff 
representatives on management committees are able to report back to the 
other research-only staff in the organisational area.  
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Proposal 6:  Apply appropriate research job titles 
 
The study findings indicated that job titles were fairly consistently applied for 
research assistants, senior research assistants, research fellows including 
postdoctoral research fellows, and senior research fellows. However, the 
application of the “project officer”, “research officer”, and “project manager” titles 
was somewhat inconsistent. The EBA (academic) (Queensland University of 
Technology, 2006u) indicates that research officers are an academic classification, 
yet the academic research-only descriptors located in Schedule 4 do not specify a 
level for them, and the survey data reveals that a greater proportion of 
professional scale research-only staff are titled “research officer” than 
academic research-only staff. This policy needs to be clarified. 
Many professional scale research-only staff were dissatisfied with the job title of 
“research assistant” or “senior research assistant”. They believed that these titles 
were incongruent with the work they performed and the intellectual contribution 
they made to research projects, and that the titles made it more difficult for other 
researchers and industry to take their work seriously.  
It is recommended that QUT review and amend job titles for career 
research-only staff who are currently titled “research assistant” or 
“senior research assistant”. It may be appropriate to retitle these positions as 
“officers”. This practice is apparent in the research-only job advertisements of 
universities such as the University of New South Wales (University of New South 
Wales, 2006) and University of Adelaide (University of Adelaide, 2006b). 
 
Proposal 7: Improve recruitment, appointment and induction processes 
for research staff 
 
Recruitment processes 
Research-only staff had few complaints about the formal recruitment processes at 
QUT. However, the recruitment of research-only staff is often ad hoc at QUT, with 
project leaders and research-only staff relying on their personal contracts for 
recruitment purposes. Some research-only staff reported intermittent difficulties 
finding work, and project leaders also reported sporadic difficulties finding suitable 
research-only staff. Therefore it is recommended that a searchable database 
of research staff be created, documenting staff research interests, skills, 
and work availabilities. Each research-only staff member should be able to 
update their own database record. The database resource should be enterprise-
wide, to encourage multidisciplinary research and optimal use of research-only 
staff skills. 
There is precedent for this kind of resource. The University of Adelaide maintains a 
casual staff database which is maintained by the Human Resources Department 
(University of Adelaide, 2006a). At QUT the Faculty of Education currently 
maintains a research-only staff database (Queensland University of Technology, 
2006}), and the Faculty of Business has recently commenced development of a 
similar resource (Hassan, 2006). 
 
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 125
 
Appointment processes 
Many research-only staff and project leaders were dissatisfied with the length of 
time elapsing between signing and submitting appointment forms and gaining 
access to QUT systems (including computer access and Library access). 
Participants reported waiting up to three weeks before employment was confirmed 
and the relevant accesses were granted. These delays will affect research 
productivity, and if staff commence work before they are formally appointed, there 
are also serious implications for workers compensation coverage, indemnity and 
other workplace health and safety issues (Queensland University of Technology, 
2006j). 
It is recommended that an audit of appointment processes be undertaken, 
including length of time taken for approvals to be made at the Faculty / 
Institute and University level, and for accesses to be granted. If possible, 
these processes should be streamlined and the appointment / approval 
process expedited.  
Induction and orientation 
Induction and orientation procedures were often assigned poor ratings by 
research-only staff surveyed. Many staff reported that they had received no 
induction as a new staff member, and that they had worked it out themselves over 
a period of time.  
QUT does provide induction and orientation support at an enterprise level; Human 
Resources provides an online general and workplace health and safety induction 
program (Queensland University of Technology, 2006w), and periodic “Welcome to 
QUT” sessions (Queensland University of Technology, 2006ˆ), although casual 
staff are not eligible to attend. It appears that many research-only staff of either 
academic or professional classifications are not aware of the HR-based induction 
and orientation support available. 
In addition to a central QUT induction program, research-only staff should 
undertake a local induction tailored to their organisational area and work 
tasks. Most Faculty and Institute websites have links to Faculty-specific induction 
packages or allow the staff member to sign up for induction seminars (e.g., IHBI’s 
lab induction sessions). However, it seems that many research-only staff are also 
not aware of these Faculty / Institute-specific resources and have not accessed 
them. 
This project identified two organisational areas of the University which currently 
offer researcher-specific induction packages (CARRS-Q and the Faculty of 
Education’s RA-pid), covering such areas as university research ethics, research 
software, research support and introduction to the library resources as well as 
general information applicable to all staff. All organisational areas should 
provide these packages to new research staff, including a checklist to 
ensure that all important areas are covered. 
Making induction packages available to new staff is not sufficient for adequate 
staff induction, and as with appointment processes, there may be workplace 
health and safety and research productivity ramifications if induction procedures 
are not proactively carried out. Supervisors / managers have a responsibility 
to ensure that new staff, staff returning from leave, and staff undertaking 
new work tasks or within a new work area are appropriately inducted. 
Other staff within the Faculty or Institute may perform roles in induction as well 
(e.g., mentoring). All Faculties and Institutes should take steps to ensure that 
supervisors and managers are appropriately inducting their research-only staff. 
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Proposal 8: Create clear research career pathways 
 
Participants in the present study indicated that research did not appear to be seen 
as a valid career choice, and that teaching was necessary if a researcher was to 
progress. Although many academic research-only staff are employed in 
postdoctoral and other fellowship positions at academic levels A, B and C, level D 
and E research-only positions are considerably more infrequent at QUT. The latest 
workforce plan outlines the creation of 16 new research professor positions in 
2005-2006, and 30 new research professor positions before 2008 (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006‡), although it is likely that the majority of these 
staff will be recruited from external sources, and will be offered senior staff 
positions. It is unclear how research-only staff at QUT are to be promoted out of 
fixed-term level A to C Fellowships apart from conventional research-and-teaching 
positions. Career pathways for academic research-only staff should be 
created (particularly including level D and E positions), and mechanisms 
for appointment and promotion to these positions made apparent to 
research-only and research-and-teaching staff.  
Professional scale research-only staff currently have few direct career progression 
options within the university. The research-only position descriptors for 
professional scale staff (Queensland University of Technology, 2006€) extend as far 
as HEWA 6.4, and many research-only staff experience an ongoing ‘ceiling’ at this 
increment.  Appointing all career researchers under an Academic classification will 
assist with this issue. However, many career researchers on the professional scale 
are not doctorally qualified (although some are, and others are current higher 
degree students). Research-only staff, as with other academic staff, should 
be actively encouraged to undertake a doctoral qualification in order to 
progress their careers, in line with QUT’s Policy on Promotion for Academic Staff 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2006p). 
 
Proposal 9: Provide centralised resources for research staff support and 
development 
 
Findings indicate that research-only staff may not have access to necessary 
development opportunities, and may not always possess the research skills project 
leaders require. This was also documented in the University of Western Australia’s 
2000 study of their research-only staff (University of Western Australia, 2000) and 
resulted in the development of their “Raising Researchers” Program (University of 
Western Australia, 2005), an enterprise-wide initiative comprising research staff 
mentoring, orientation, targeted skill development sessions, and career 
development assistance. A collaborative researcher development venture between 
G08 universities which draws on the UWA experience with Raising Researchers is 
currently being developed (University of Western Australia, 2005). 
An audit of skills development programs at QUT revealed a number of 
opportunities for research-only staff development. However, research-only staff 
appear to have variable access to these opportunities depending on their 
classification and basis for employment, and in many cases it was not clear from 
the Program documentation which programs and opportunities research-only staff 
are permitted to take advantage of. 
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Academic research-only staff are eligible for Professional Development Leave 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2006r), although there they must normally 
have completed 2 years of service for PDL (long) and study participants indicated 
difficulty in successfully applying for leave because of fixed-term contracts. 
Academic research-only staff with ongoing or fixed-term appointments longer than 
1 year are eligible to apply for Study Assistance to undertake further tertiary study 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2006‚). 
Human Resources co-ordinated development programs for academic staff include 
Focussing Your Career, Leading In Your Career and Beyond the Climb (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006c), all by-invitation programs which may be of 
relevance to research-only staff. However, the Program information indicates that 
the first two programs are for Lecturers and Senior Lecturers, and it is unclear 
whether research-only staff at equivalent academic levels are eligible to apply. The 
recently developed ECARD (Early Career Academic Development Program) 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2006c)  is designed to provide development 
for teaching-and-research academics, and research-only staff are ineligible to 
participate as much of the program involves teaching-focussed work. The 
Research Students Centre offers support and development for staff who undertake 
higher degree supervision roles (Queensland University of Technology, 2006ƒ), 
including research-only staff.  
Fixed-term and ongoing professional scale research-only staff  have access to a 
range of Human Resources co-ordinated development programs, including Leading 
Change, Fostering Creativity, Coping With Change, and Thinking Outside the Box 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2006t). As these programs are designed to 
appeal to a wide range of professional scale staff, none are research-specific. 
Fixed-term and ongoing research-only staff (but not casuals) may also access the 
Professional Development Program for Professional Staff (Queensland University of 
Technology, 2006 ) and Study Assistance if their contracts are longer than 12 
months. 
Research-only staff of all types, including casuals, are eligible to participate in 
research skill development sessions facilitated by: the Library (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006k), the Research Students Centre (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006„), and Information Technology Services 
(Queensland University of Technology, 2006l). From the findings, it is clear that 
many research-only staff are not aware of their entitlements in this regard.  
In addition, casual research-only staff have the complication of being paid by the 
hour, with an immediate task focus.  It appears from the findings that many 
casual research-only staff attend skills development in their own time or not at all, 
as project leaders have insufficient project budgets for research-only staff paid 
skills development. It is therefore essential that the University support career 
researchers who are casuals at present to move to full-time or part-time contracts 
if possible, in order to access opportunities only available to fixed-term and 
ongoing staff. 
A number of intra-Faculty best practices have emerged within QUT in terms of 
supporting and developing research-only staff. RA-pid, the Faculty of Education 
Research Assistant Professional Development Program (Queensland University of 
Technology, 2006~), provides sessions co-developed with the Library covering 
research areas such as targeting high impact journals for publication, writing 
successful grant applications in Education, and navigating the Research Quality 
Framework. PHRIN, the Public Health Research Information Network (Queensland 
University of Technology, 2006o) involves online support for research staff in Public 
Health, with a website containing information on research topics and an email-
based peer technical support network. 
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It is recommended that QUT clarifies which existing internal skills 
development opportunities are available to research-only staff, and for 
which external opportunities QUT will provide support to research-only 
staff to attend. It is important to recognise that more experienced researchers 
who may have mastered basic competencies in research may require a different 
type of support to beginning research-only staff. 
Second, a central online resource for research-only staff should be created 
to provide a conduit for skills development, peer networking and 
community, employment opportunities, research resources, and assist 
with research staff induction and orientation. The Faculty-specific best 
practices currently undertaken by PHRIN and RA-pid should be mainstreamed and 
centralised, and researchers from other Faculties/ Institutes should be encouraged 
to form similar networks within their organisational areas. 
 
Proposal 10: Support research-only staff teaching  
 
The application of the research-only work function to staff who are probably in 
many cases better termed “research-mainly” (University of Melbourne, 2006a) is 
well established in Australian universities. A significant proportion of the research-
only staff documented in the study undertaken by the University of Western 
Australia taught at the university in addition to their research roles, particularly 
undertaking supervision of higher degree students. The present study corroborates 
this finding with QUT research-only staff.  
Research-only staff performing subsidiary teaching functions seems appropriate on 
a number of levels. However, some research-only staff reported difficulties with 
undertaking supervision because of fixed-term contracts (where the higher degree 
student’s anticipated term of candidature was longer than the staff member’s 
contract), and locating potential higher degree students to supervise because of 
minimal contact with undergraduates. 
The University of Queensland has recently embarked on a program entitled 
ResTeach (University of Queensland, 2006) whereby money from the Enhanced 
Student Contribution Funds is used to encourage and facilitate Schools to utilise 
some research-only staff (from 10-25% FTE) in teaching. UQ is committed to $1 
million for the ResTeach program in 2006, rising to $4 million in 2007-8. Benefits 
of the scheme include: reducing teaching loads of existing teaching and research 
academics; improving staff-to-student ratios; exposing research-only staff to 
potential higher degree students and vice versa; strengthening the relationship 
between research and teaching; and providing an opportunity for interested 
research-only staff to expand their portfolios. It is recommended that QUT also 
investigate options to encourage research-only staff to participate in 
teaching. 
 
Proposal 11: Appoint a central project co-ordinator 
 
Implementation of the above proposals will require significant further investigation, 
including cost-benefit analyses of proposed changes to the university staff profile, 
fine grained auditing of skill development and other support provision, and reviews 
of programs as they are implemented. Also, development of the proposed 
resources will involve liaison between stakeholders throughout the university, 
including all Faculties and Institutes, Human Resources, the Office of Research, the 
Research Students Centre, Information Technology Services, and the Library.  
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It is therefore recommended that a research staff development co-
ordination position be created (new or existing) within the Division of 
Research and Commercialisation. An implementation project reference group 
comprising members from the current project steering committee should be 
created. Ongoing research-only staff benchmarking and regular reviews of 
implementation progress should be conducted.  
 
Table 7.1 Recommendations arising from the findings tabulated by report section 
Report Section Recommendation 
Data 
3.1, 5.1.2 Present Institute / Faculty affiliation consistently in 
staff records 
5.1.1 Create a system for consistent and accurate 
application of ‘research-only’ flags to records 
Staff development 
3.8.2, 6.1.1.2 Develop workplace specific and work-relevant 
induction and orientation procedures for research-
only staff. Make project leaders responsible for 
administering these.  
3.8.5, 6.1.1.5 Clarify which QUT skill development opportunities are 
available to research-only staff. Ensure research-only 
staff are aware of these opportunities and are in a 
position to capitalise upon them 
3.8.5, 6.2.2 Ensure casual research-only staff have appropriate 
(paid) access to skill development 
3.9.1, 4.5.1.1, 
4.5.1.2, 4.9, 6.1.1.5, 
6.2.2 
Provide research skills development in quantitative 
and other data analysis; academic writing; project 
management, research design. Provide career 
development support and investigate the possibility of 
mentoring 
3.8.6, 4.12, 6.1.1.5 Create central research staff network for support / 
skill development 
4.12 Centre managers to perform a co-ordination role in 
support and development of research-only staff 
6.1.1.4 Make authorship and intellectual property policies 
part of induction process. Project leaders and 
research-only staff to discuss authorship at the 
earliest opportunity 
Administration 
3.8.2, 6.1.2.2 Review and streamline appointment processes, length 
of time for new staff members’ system accesses to be 
shortened 
3.8.10, 3.10.1, 4.10, 
6.1.1.3, 6.1.2.2, 
6.1.2.6 
Review and streamline administration processes – 
appointments, accounts, student progress, timesheets, 
approvals, travel 
6.2.3 Provide more administrative support, particularly with 
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appointment processes and travel. 
Job security, career progression 
3.8.3, 4.5.1.1, 
4.5.1.2, 4.10, 5.9, 
6.1.1.3, 6.1.2.2, 
6.1.2.3, 6.1.2.6, 
6.2.1 
Create (i) longer fixed-term and (ii) ongoing contracts 
to attract and retain quality staff 
3.8.8 Offer casual and fixed-term staff who have had multiple 
contracts ongoing employment, or afford them similar 
levels of recognition and benefits 
3.8.9, 4.10, 6.1.1.6, 
6.1.2.7 
Create ongoing academic research-only positions and 
encourage research-only staff to participate in the 
academic promotion scheme. 
 
4.12, 5.3 Appoint research-only staff on fixed-term / continuing 
contracts and have them work on multiple projects 
within an organisational area rather than multiple ad 
hoc casual contracts 
5.6.1, 6.1.1.6, 
6.1.2.7 
Create more level D and E research-only positions 
Recruitment, appointment 
3.8, 4.2.1, 4.5.1, 
4.10, 6.1.1.2, 6.2.1 
Assist with recruitment of suitable research staff by 
providing a centralised searchable database 
5.3.1 Publicise the recruitment policy that research-only 
contracts can be up to two years in length without 
formal recruitment process 
Benefits, reward and recognition 
3.8.3, 6.1.2.3, 
6.1.2.4, 6.2.1 
Clarify policy regarding travel and conference funding 
for research-only staff. Provide appropriate support to 
staff for conferences and seminars 
3.8.9, 4.10, 6.1.1.4, 
6.1.1.6 
Classify all career researchers under the Academic EBA 
to ensure that research staff have access to 
appropriate benefits and can apply for grants. 
 
4.4 Remind research project leaders about research staff 
classification descriptors, encourage their use 
6.1.1.4 Ensure that all research-only staff are ‘defined’ in QUT 
Virtual under the personal details section 
6.1.1.4 Create and apply appropriate job titles for research-
only staff. Move away from use of “research assistant”  
6.1.1.4 Ensure all research-only staff are eligible for 
appropriate awards and grants schemes 
6.1.2.2 Consider making severance pay available to fixed-term 
research-only staff on long contracts 
6.1.2.3 Create research-only positions on Faculty research 
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 131
committees. Encourage research-only representation 
on University committees 
6.1.2.3, 6.1.2.4 Provide project start-up funding to research-only staff 
Resources, space 
3.8.4 BEE to review provision of computing equipment and 
technical support to research-only staff 
3.8.4, 6.1.1.3 Provide appropriate spaces and facilities for staff 
working in open plan offices to conduct confidential 
research  
6.1.2.3 Improve web-based research staff profiling system 
Other 
3.3 Clarify use of “research officer” / “research manager” 
titles by classification and level 
3.8.3 BEE to investigate reasons for participants commenting 
on a lack of research culture in the Faculty 
5.5.2 Further investigate the gender difference between 
casual / part-time (mostly female) and full-time 
(mostly male) staff 
5.6.2 Faculties of Education and Law to investigate creation 
of more postdoctoral fellow / fellow positions 
5.7 Review use of teaching and support accounts to fund 
research-only staff salaries, particularly Law and IT 
5.8 Investigate better means to audit and track research 
staff turnover and attrition and implement this 
6.1.2.3 Encourage interested research-only staff to teach for 
portfolio advancement, contact with potential HDR 
students, enrich undergraduate curriculum, lighten 
academic workload 
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APPENDICES 
 
Appendix 1: Database briefing requirements 
Human Resource/ Payroll database data requirements
 
- raw tabulated data where appropriate (to enable further drill-down 
analysis) – contract as unit of analysis 
 -   includes research fellows, research associates, research assistants, 
project officers, technical officers, any other individuals who might be 
engaged in research activities as part of a contract of some type (but not 
teaching on that particular contract) 
Research-only staff employment 
FTE/ bodies 
Proportion of total staff 
Full-time/ fractional/ casual 
fixed-term/ ongoing 
Employment kind (academic/ professional) 
HEWA or academic scale level 
Adjunct/ visiting 
Attrition/ turnover rates – 2 years 
Promotion history – number and length of previous contracts (research vs 
non-research), commencement dates (current and first), completion dates 
Appointment term 
Campus 
Faculty/ Division 
Department/ Section 
Job title/s 
Research-only staff demographics 
Age 
Gender 
Concurrently enrolled in course of study? If yes, what? (research HD, 
coursework HD, UG degree) 
Research-only staff salary funding 
Dollar salary funding per individual per year 
Cost Centre (sources of funding) and cost centre explanation 
Research-only staff contact details 
Details for all staff included in dataset - email address, full name 
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Appendix 2: Research-only staff salary funding 
categories by account co 
Externally funded research project activity codes 
50  Externally funded research - unspecified type 
51  National competitive research 
52  Other public sector research 
53  Industry & other research 
54  Research expenditure - other external income 
55  OCS managed consultancies 
57  Faculty managed consultancies 
64  OCS other public sector commercial research 
65  Industry and other commercial research 
66  OCS managed projects with exceptions 
Internally funded research project activity codes 
7  Research - Faculty funded 
8  Research - Research management 
Non research-project activity codes 
0  Balance sheet 
1  Teaching and support 
2  Central initiatives 
4  Non research projects - internal 
21  Specialised award programs 
59  Faculty managed continuing professional  education 
60  Scholarships and prizes 
67  Research infrastructure 
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Appendix 3: Discussion Guides 
Research Only Staff Benchmarking Project 
Professional Research Only Staff 
Focus Group Discussion Guide (60 min) 
Welcome (5 mins) 
This focus group is part of a project to benchmark current research-only staff-related 
issues at QUT, in order to increase our research productivity.  This process will 
provide an accurate picture of QUT’s current investment in research-only staff, 
recruitment and employment processes, research skills and opportunities for 
research skill development, reward and recognition and career pathways. 
Through the focus group meeting we are after your feedback and comments on 
issues such as: 
• Strategies to attract and retain research-only staff 
• Supply and demand gaps which currently exist regarding research-only staff 
• Strategies for developing the careers of research-only staff, including skill 
development, reward and recognition, and career progression. 
 
Purpose 
The results of the focus group will be combined with other data to provide the basis 
for strategic QUT-wide and Faculty/Institute-specific research-only staff recruitment, 
retention and development strategies. 
Guidelines 
• There are no wrong answers! 
• We’re recording the session to make sure that we capture everything you 
say.  Please speak one at a time, and speak clearly. 
• Please turn off your mobile phone. 
• My role as moderator is to guide the discussion – to ask questions and then 
to listen.  Please feel free to talk to each other. 
 
Introduction - About the Participants (5 mins) 
Ask participants to introduce themselves briefly and their research interests – 
name, position, casual / fulltime / part-time employment status and research area. 
Topic 1:  Employment and Staff Turnover (15 mins) 
A.  Initial Impressions: Choosing QUT 
To start, I’d like you to think back to when you first started working as a research-
only staff member at QUT.  Can you think about: 
• What initially attracted you to QUT as an employer? 
• How were you recruited? 
• What did QUT offer that was different to other employers? 
 
Just take a minute to jot down some notes, and then I’ll ask you to share your 
experiences with the group. 
B.  Reflection: QUT and your career 
Now I would like you to consider the ways in which QUT could have presented itself 
as a more attractive environment as an employer of research-only staff. 
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• In what ways could QUT have presented itself as a more attractive 
employment option for you? 
• What have you heard about other employers, and what they offer?   
• What strategies could be adopted by QUT to attract good research-only 
staff? 
 
C.  Your experiences as an employee of QUT 
Now I would like you to think about the reasons that you have continued to choose 
QUT as your employer. 
• What does QUT offer you that is attractive and keeps you coming back? 
• What new strategies could be adopted by QUT to retain quality research-
only staff? 
•  
TOPIC 2: Skill Sets and Employment (10 mins) 
Now I would like to ask you some questions about the availability of research 
employment within QUT. 
Availability of Employment 
• How easy is it to obtain a research-only position?  How have you gone 
about doing this? 
• What barriers have you encountered when seeking employment? 
• In what ways has QUT supported or enabled you in finding work? 
• How could QUT better assist research-only staff in finding work? 
 
TOPIC 3: Staff Development, Reward & Recognition  
(20 mins) 
A.  Skill Development 
I’d like to ask you some questions about the way your skill set has developed 
during your time as a research-only staff member at QUT. 
• Do you feel that you know enough to do the tasks that your job requires? 
• Do you feel that sufficient opportunities exist at QUT for the development of 
your skills? 
• What sort of development support do you need? 
 
B.  Reward and Recognition 
Now I would like you to consider reward and recognition as a research-only staff 
member at QUT. 
• Do you feel appropriately recognised and rewarded for the job that you do? 
(Prompt: pay, bonuses, leave, etc.) 
• How could you be better rewarded or recognised for your work? 
 
C.  Career Progression 
I’d like you to reflect upon the path that your career has taken since joining QUT as 
a research-only staff member, and where you anticipate that it will lead in the 
future. 
• Where would you like your current research-only position to lead? 
For those who are interested in career progression in research: 
• What career progression strategies have you tried?  How successful has this 
been? 
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• How has QUT supported you in your career progression so far? 
• How could your career progression be better supported by QUT? 
 
Conclusion - Open Comments (5 mins) 
We are nearing the end of our discussion.  Before we conclude is there anything 
further you would like to raise with regard to your experiences as a research-only 
staff member at QUT? 
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Research Only Staff Benchmarking Project 
Academic Research Only Staff 
Focus Group Discussion Guide (60 min) 
Welcome (5 mins) 
This focus group is part of a project to benchmark current research-only staff-
related issues at QUT, in order to increase our research productivity.  This process 
will provide an accurate picture of QUT’s current investment in research-only staff, 
recruitment and employment processes, research skills and opportunities for 
research skill development, reward and recognition and career pathways. 
 
Through the focus group meeting we are after your feedback and comments on 
issues such as: 
 
• Strategies to attract and retain research-only staff 
• Supply and demand gaps which currently exist regarding research-only staff 
• Strategies for developing the careers of research-only staff, including skill 
development, reward and recognition, and career progression. 
 
Purpose 
The results of the focus group will be combined with other data to provide the basis 
for strategic QUT-wide and Faculty / Institute-specific research-only staff 
recruitment, retention and development strategies. 
 
Guidelines 
• There are no wrong answers! 
• We’re recording the session to make sure that we capture everything you 
say.  Please speak one at a time, and speak clearly. 
• Please turn off your mobile phone. 
• My role as moderator is to guide the discussion – to ask questions and then 
to listen.  Please feel free to talk to each other. 
 
Introduction - About the Participants (5 mins) 
Ask participants to introduce themselves briefly and their research interests – 
name, position, casual / fulltime / part-time employment status and research area. 
Topic 1:  Employment and Staff Turnover (15 mins) 
 
A.  Initial Impressions: Choosing QUT 
To start, I’d like you to think back to when you first started working as a research-
only staff member at QUT.  Can you think about: 
• What initially attracted you to QUT as an employer? 
• How were you recruited? 
• What did QUT offer that was different to other employers? 
 
Just take a minute to jot down some notes, and then I’ll ask you to share your 
experiences with the group. 
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B.  Reflection: QUT and your career 
Now I would like you to consider the ways in which QUT could have presented 
itself as a more attractive environment as an employer of research-only staff. 
 
• In what ways could QUT have presented itself as a more attractive 
employment option for you? 
• What have you heard about other employers, and what they offer?   
• What strategies could be adopted by QUT to attract good research-only 
staff? 
 
C.  Your experiences as an employee of QUT 
Now I would like you to think about the reasons that you have continued to choose 
QUT as your employer. 
 
• What does QUT offer you that is attractive and keeps you coming back? 
• What new strategies could be adopted by QUT to retain quality research-
only staff? 
 
TOPIC 2: Skill Sets and Employment (10 mins) 
Now I would like to ask you some questions about the availability of research 
employment within QUT. 
Availability of Employment 
• How easy is it to obtain a research-only position?  How have you gone 
about doing this? 
• What barriers have you encountered when seeking employment? 
• In what ways has QUT supported or enabled you in finding work? 
• How could QUT better assist research-only staff in finding work? 
 
TOPIC 3: Staff Development, Reward & Recognition  
(20 mins) 
A.  Skill Development 
I’d like to ask you some questions about the way your skill set has developed 
during your time as a research-only staff member at QUT. 
 
• Do you feel that you know enough to do the tasks that your job requires? 
• Do you feel that sufficient opportunities exist at QUT for the development of 
your skills? 
• What sort of development support do you need? 
 
B.  Reward and Recognition 
Now I would like you to consider reward and recognition as a research-only staff 
member at QUT. 
• Do you feel appropriately recognised and rewarded for the job that you do? 
(Prompt: pay, bonuses, leave, etc.) 
• How could you be better rewarded or recognised for your work? 
 
PROJECT REPORT 
RESEARCH STAFF BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
5TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 143
 
C.  Career Progression 
I’d like you to reflect upon the path that your career has taken since joining QUT as 
a research-only staff member, and where you anticipate that it will lead in the 
future. 
• Where would you like your current research-only position to lead? 
 
For those who are interested in career progression in research: 
• What career progression strategies have you tried?  How successful has this 
been? 
• How has QUT supported you in your career progression so far? 
• How could your career progression be better supported by QUT? 
 
Conclusion - Open Comments (5 mins) 
We are nearing the end of our discussion.  Before we conclude is there anything 
further you would like to raise with regard to your experiences as a research-only 
staff member at QUT? 
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Research Only Staff Benchmarking Project 
Research Project Leaders 
Semi-Structured Interview Discussion Guide  
(60 min) 
 
Welcome (5 mins) 
This interview is part of a project to audit and benchmark current research-only 
staff capabilities and research capacity at QUT, in order to increase our research 
productivity.  This process will provide an accurate picture of QUT’s current 
investment in research-only staff, recruitment and employment processes, 
research skills and opportunities for research skill development, reward and 
recognition and career pathways. 
Through the interview today we are after your feedback and comments on issues 
such as 
• Strategies to attract and retain research-only staff 
• Supply and demand gaps which currently exist regarding research-only staff 
• Strategies for developing the careers of research-only staff, including skill 
 development, reward and recognition, and career progression. 
 
Purpose 
The results of the interview will be combined with other data to provide the basis 
for strategic QUT-wide and Faculty / Institute-specific research-only staff 
recruitment, retention and development strategies. 
This interview will investigate the ways in which academic and professional-scale 
research-only staff currently contribute to your research productivity.  We will also 
identify ways in which QUT could better support Research Project Leaders in 
finding, employing, retaining and developing research-only staff. 
 
Introduction - About the Participant (5 mins) 
Ask participant to introduce themselves briefly and their research interests – name, 
position and general area of research. 
• How many research-only staff members have you employed?  What 
 type?  (Prompt:  academic / professional) 
• How important are they to your research productivity? 
 
Topic 1:  Recruitment of research-only staff (15 mins) 
To start, I’d like you to think about the research-only staff that you have recruited 
throughout your time as a Research Project Leader at QUT. 
A.  Professional-scale research-only staff 
How have you recruited your Research Assistants? 
• How well did this work? 
• In what ways has QUT supported or enabled you in finding professional-
 scale research-only staff? 
• How could QUT have better assisted with the recruitment process? 
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B.  Academic research-only staff 
How have you recruited your Research Fellows and Associates? 
• How well did this work? 
• In what ways has QUT supported or enabled you in finding academic-scale 
 research-only staff? 
• How could QUT have better assisted with the recruitment process?  
 
C.  Strategies to recruit / retain research-only staff 
• What strategies could be adopted by QUT to attract good research-only 
 staff? 
• What new strategies could be adopted by QUT to retain quality research-
 only staff? 
 
Topic 2: Development of Skill Sets and Careers (10 mins) 
A.  Skill Sets   
Now I’d like to ask you about the research skills that your research-only staff have 
needed to possess. 
• How easy is it to find suitably skilled research-only staff for your projects? 
• Were the staff that you recruited able to perform the tasks required? 
• Have you had any difficulty recruiting a research-only staff member with the 
 right skill set for your position? 
• How might QUT support you in bridging this gap? 
 
B. Skill Development 
• Do you feel that sufficient opportunities exist at QUT for the development of 
 research-only staff skills? 
• What sort of skill development support would you like to see? 
 
Topic 3:  Productivity Barriers and Enablers (20 mins) 
I would like you to reflect upon the way that research-only staff affect your 
research productivity overall. 
a) Which 2-3 issues to do with research-only staff have been the key barriers to 
your research? 
b) How might QUT assist with these issues? 
c) Which 2-3 issues to do with research-only staff have been of most help to your 
research productivity? 
Just take a minute to jot down some notes, and then I’ll ask you to share your 
experiences with the group. 
Conclusion - Open Comments (5 mins) 
We are nearing the end of our discussion.  Before we conclude is there anything 
further you would like to raise with regard to your experiences as a research-only 
staff member at QUT? 
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Research Only Staff Benchmarking Project 
One-on-one Semi Structured Interview  
“Best Practice” Discussion Guide 
 
Introduction 
This interview is part of a project looking at current research-only staff capabilities 
and research capacity at QUT.  The results of the project will be combined with 
other data to provide the basis for strategic QUT-wide and Faculty / Institute-
specific research-only staff recruitment, retention and development strategies. 
You recently completed a survey as part of this project, and indicated that your 
area was doing something particularly well with regard to the recruitment, 
retention, support and development of research-only staff.  In this interview you 
will be asked about the nature of this “best practice” and how it has been of benefit 
to research productivity. 
About the Participant 
• Where do you work? 
• What functions do you perform? 
Questions 
In the survey that you completed, you indicated that your area was doing 
something particularly well with regard to the recruitment, employment, support or 
development of your research-only staff.   
What it is 
• What does the initiative involve? 
• Why was the initiative started? 
• Who is on the team that runs the initiative? 
• Is anybody from outside of your area involved in the running of the 
 initiative? 
Benefits 
• What are the benefits of the initiative? 
• Who benefits from the initiative? 
• How far do the benefits of the initiative extend? Do they include people from 
 outside of your area? 
• Do you have any documentation that describes the benefits of this initiative 
 to your area? 
Limitations 
• What limits the initiative? 
• How could the University support you to overcome these limitations? 
The University 
• Do you think this is the kind of initiative that could be mainstreamed (ie. 
 developed in other parts of the University as well)? 
• If so, do you have any ideas for implementing these processes in other 
 areas of the University? 
 
Before we conclude is there anything further you would like to raise with regard to 
the recruitment, employment, support and development of research-only staff in 
your area? 
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Appendix 4: Surveys 
 
 
 
 
QUT Research-Only Staff Project 
Research Staff Online Survey 
  
 
 
Project Description 
This QUT-wide project aims to provide a current and accurate picture of issues affecting QUT’s research-
only staff (including staff on both academic and professional scales). The anonymous data collected will 
be analysed on a Faculty/ Institute and QUT-wide basis and recommendations made as to strategies for 
research-only staff recruitment, employment, retention and development.  
 
This survey is one of several methods of project data collection. Focus groups and one-on-one interviews 
with research-only staff will be used to provide further detail about issues raised by this survey. 
 
Expected Benefits 
The results of this project will be used to identify best practice, and to inform enterprise-wide and Faculty/ 
Institute level initiatives to support and develop research-only staff.  
 
The results 
A summary of key results will be made available to QUT staff via the project website after November 27. 
Summary results will be communicated to the project steering committee. The steering committee for this 
project comprises personnel from:  
• The Office of Research 
• Human Resources 
• The Library 
• Information Technology Services 
• all Faculties/ Institutes 
 
Participation and Confidentiality 
The questionnaire takes 15-20 minutes to complete. The submission of the completed questionnaire 
is accepted as an indication of your consent to participate in this project. Your participation is 
voluntary and your responses will in no way negatively impact upon your current or future 
relationship with QUT. All comments and responses will be treated anonymously, and any 
identifying data from your login will be removed from the dataset before analysis. 
 
Electronic data will be kept secure and downloaded only by members of the project team. 
 
One random participant will receive a $250.00 Myer voucher. 
 
Questions/further information, any concerns 
Please contact the project manager Ruth Bridgstock on 3864 3466, r.bridgstock@qut.edu.au should you 
require further information. Please contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3864 2340 or 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au citing ethical clearance number 0600000624 if you have any concerns or 
complaints about the ethical conduct of the project.  
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<Captured from login:  
 - name 
 - email address 
 - job title 
 - home Faculty/ Division/ Institute> 
 
A. Your working relationship with QUT 
In this section you’ll be asked about your current employment with QUT. This is to give us an 
idea of how, where, and on what bases QUT’s research staff are employed. 
 
1. Are you currently employed by QUT on at least one contract where you are only 
required to perform research-related duties? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
(radio button) 
 
If ‘No’, screen with message: “This survey is for research-only staff. If you are a research project leader, 
you may be eligible to participate in our project leader survey <link to url here>” 
 
2. For each of your current research contracts, please provide the following details: 
 Job title 
 
Campus 
 
Faculty/ 
Division  
 
Institute CRC Centre/ 
School/ 
Unit 
Academic or 
professional 
staff level 
 
Full-time/ 
fractional/ 
casual? 
1 See 
list 
1 Gardens 
Point 
2 Kelvin Grove 
3 Carseldine 
4 Caboolture 
See list See list See list See list 
 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
SSG 
1 Full time 
2 Part-time/ 
Fractional 
3 
Sessional/ 
Casual 
2         
3         
4         
(independent drop-down options) 
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3. Do you also have a current contract or contracts with QUT to perform non-research 
related functions? (check boxes, multi-response) 
1 No 
2 Yes, teaching 
3 Yes, administration 
4 Yes, technical functions 
5 Yes, something else (please specify): ______________ 
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B. Your educational background and research experience 
1. Your highest level completed study and field is 
 Broad Discipline (eg. 
Education, Health, 
Engineering) 
 
 
 
 
Primary school  1 (radio) 
Secondary school  2 
Undergraduate _____(alpha)__________ 3 
Honours ____________________ 4 
Grad Cert/ Dip ____________________ 5 
Masters ____________________ 6 
PhD or Prof Doc ____________________ 7 
 
2. Are you currently studying? 
Yes 1 
 No 2 
(radio buttons) 
 
3. (if yes) What are you studying? 
 Broad Discipline (eg. 
Education, Health, 
Engineering) 
 
Studying 
now at 
QUT 
 
Studying 
now 
elsewhere  
 
 
Secondary school   1 (radio) 
Undergraduate _____(alpha)__________ 2 3 
Honours ____________________ 4 5 
Grad Cert/ Dip ____________________ 6 7 
Masters ____________________ 8 9 
PhD or Prof Doc ____________________ 10 11 
 
4. Please indicate your level of experience as a research-only staff member 
 
Minimal experience     About Average    Highly  
            experienced  
1  2  3  4  5 
Radio buttons 
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5. How long have you worked as a research staff member? 
 
 a) At 
QUT 
b) At 
another 
university
c) 
Elsewhere
I haven’t  0 0 
< 6 months 1 1 1 
6-12 months 2 2 2 
1-2 years 3 3 3 
2-3 years 4 4 4 
3-4 years 5 5 5 
4-5 years 6 6 6 
> 5 years 7 7 7 
(radio buttons for each column) 
 
 
6. How many research-only contracts at QUT have you had? 
 
1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5-10 
6 11-20 
7 21-30 
8 30+ 
(radio buttons) 
 
7. What originally attracted to QUT as an employer? 
 
 
 
 
8. Why do you continue to choose QUT as your employer? 
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C.   YOUR RESEARCH FUNCTIONS.  
1. In your current research-only position/s, what are the main tasks you are employed to 
perform? 
 
 In this category, I perform 
 
I don’t do 
this Basic 
tasks
   Complex 
tasks 
a) Project conceptualization/ design 9 1 2 3 4 5 
b) Project proposals 
e.g., ARC grantwriting, tender writing, budgeting 
9 1 2 3 4 5 
c) Instrument design 
e.g.,  creating discussion guides, surveys, experiments or stimulus 
materials, development of hardware/ software 
9 1 2 3 4 5 
d) Data collection 
e.g., Literature searching, conducting focus groups, data entry, taking 
measurements, testing, calibration of instruments 
9 1 2 3 4 5 
e) Data analysis 
e.g., statistical analysis, textual analysis, policy analysis 
9 1 2 3 4 5 
f) Findings dissemination 
e.g., presenting at conferences/ symposia, writing papers or reports, 
writing a literature review, curating an exhbition 
9 1 2 3 4 5 
g) Research management 
e.g., employment and supervision of staff, risk management, 
organizing and co-ordinating teams 
9 1 2 3 4 5 
h) Administration 
e.g., filing, submission of forms, organising travel 
9 1 2 3 4 5 
i) Teaching: 
e.g., supervision of higher degree students, lecturing 
 1 2 3 4 5 
j) Something other than the categories above 
(please specify): 
________________________________ 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
k) (if j filled in) Something other than the 
categories above (please 
specify):_________________________________ 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
l) (if k filled in) Something other than the 
categories above (please 
specify):_________________________________ 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
(radio buttons) 
 
2. Please type up to six keywords indicating the most common tasks that you perform in 
your research-only position/s: (alpha) 
 
__________________________ __________________________ ____________________ 
 
__________________________ __________________________ ____________________ 
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D.   WORKING AS A RESEARCH-ONLY STAFF MEMBER 
 
1. How would you rate QUT in terms of: 
 Very 
poor 
 Average  Excellent Don’t 
know/ 
N/A 
a) Research-only staff recruitment and 
appointment processes  
1 2 3 4 5 9 
b) Research-only staff employment 
induction/ orientation procedures 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
c) Research-only staff working 
arrangements and conditions 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
d) Resourcing of research-only staff in 
your area (e.g., equipment, office space) 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
e) Research skill development 
opportunities – availability/ access 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
f) Research skill development 
opportunities – relevance to your work 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
g) Research skill development 
opportunities – quality 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
h) Reward & recognition for research-
only staff 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
i) Career progression opportunities for 
research-only staff 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
j) Support and development of 
research-only staff at QUT overall 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
(radio buttons) 
 
(for each of a to j assigned ratings of 1,2,4 or 5) Please comment on your response for 
<insert field> above: 
(alpha) 
2. Please indicate up to 3 research competencies that you would most like support with 
or development in (not a compulsory question): 
 
 _________________________   _________________________  _____________________ 
(alpha) 
 
3. Please name up to three barriers or impediments to your research productivity here at 
QUT: 
_________________________   _________________________  _____________________ 
(alpha) 
 
 
 155 
4. Please name up to three things that particularly assist or facilitate your research 
productivity here at QUT: 
 
_________________________   _________________________  _____________________ 
(alpha) 
 
 
4. Would you be prepared to participate in a (confidential) 45 minute focus group with 
other research-only staff members to discuss some of the above issues? If yes, we may 
contact you via email. 
 
Yes 1 
 No 2 
(radio buttons) 
 
5. Thinking about research-only staff recruitment, employment, support and development 
in your organizational area, Is there something that that works particularly well? 
 
Yes: ________________________________________________ 
 No 2 
(radio button, alpha) 
 
 (if No, skip next Q) 
6. Would you be prepared to talk informally with a member of the project team further 
about the practices that work particularly well in your area? 
 
Yes 1 
 No 2 
(radio buttons) 
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E. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
 
1. What is your gender? 
Male 1 
Female 2 
 (radio buttons) 
 
2. Do you identify as a member of any of the following groups: 
 
a)Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 1 
c) Non English speaking background 2 
b) With a disability 3 
(check boxes) 
 
 
3. Is there anything else you’d like to tell us about working as a research-only staff 
member at QUT? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
End of survey 
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Faculties Schools/ Centres/ Units/ Areas 
Creative Industries 
Faculty 
 
ACID 
ARC Centre of Excellence
CIF Academic Programs 
CIF Acting & Technical Productions 
CIF Communication Design 
CIF Creative Writing & Cultural Studies 
CIF Dance 
CIF Fashion 
CIF Film & Television 
CIF Journalism 
CIF Main Office 
CIF Media Communication 
CIF Music 
CIF Theatre Studies 
CIF Visual Arts 
Creative Industries Faculty - Deans Office 
Creative Industries Research & Applications 
Centre 
Faculty of Built 
Environment and 
Engineering 
Centre for Built Environment and Engineering 
Research (Main Office) 
Dean's Office (Fac of Blt Environ & Eng) 
Application Portfolio 
External Relations Portfolio 
People Portfolio 
Centre for Blt Env & Engineering Research 
Resources Portfolio 
Teaching & Learning Portfolio 
School of Design 
School of Engineering Systems 
School of Urban Development 
School of Civil Engineering 
School of Construction Management 
School of Electrical and Electronic Systems 
Engineering 
School of Mechanical, Manufacturing and Medical 
Engineering 
School of Design & Built Environment 
CRC Main Office 
CRC Administration 
CRC Education Program 
CRC Research Program 
Faculty of Business 
 
Faculty Office 
Australian Centre for Business Research 
Accountancy  
Advertising, Marketing and Public Relations  
Brisbane Graduate School of Business 
Economics and Finance  
Management  
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International Business  
Faculty Office - Business 
Brisbane Graduate School of Business 
School of Accountancy 
School of Economics and Finance 
School of Management 
Advertising, Marketing & Public Relations 
Faculty of Education 
 
Centre for Learning Innovation 
Faculty Office 
School of Cultural & Language Studies in 
Education 
School of Early Childhood 
Learning & Professional Studies 
School of Maths, Science and Technology 
Education 
Faculty of Health Centre for Health Research 
Centre for Accident Research and Road Safety - 
Queensland 
Centre for Rugby Studies 
National Centre for Classification in Health 
Centre for Palliative Care Research and 
Education 
Human Movement Studies  
Nursing  
Optometry  
Psychology and Counselling  
Public Health 
School of Human Movement Studies 
School of Nursing 
School of Optometry 
School of Psychology and Counselling 
School of Public Health 
Faculty of Information 
Technology 
Faculty Office 
School of Information Systems 
Software Engineering & Data Communications 
Faculty of Law 
 
Faculty Office 
Law School 
Justice Studies 
Faculty of Science 
 
Faculty Office 
School of Life Sciences 
School of Mathematical Sciences 
School of Natural Resource Sciences 
School of Physical and Chemical Sciences 
Science Research Centre 
Life Sciences 
Mathematical Sciences 
Natural Resource Sciences  
Physical Sciences 
CRC for Diagnostics 
QUT Carseldine Carseldine Main Office 
   
 
School of Humanities and Human Services 
Centre for Social Change Research 
Institutes Schools/ Centres/ Units/ Areas 
 
 
 Information Security 
Institute 
 
ISI Main Office 
Institute for Creative 
Industries & Innovation 
ICI Main Office 
Institute for Sustainable 
Resources 
ISR Main Office 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Institute of Health & 
Biomedical Innovation  
 
IHBI Main Office 
IHBI Built Environment & Engineering Projects 
IHBI Health Projects 
IHBI Science Projects 
Sugar Research 
Divisions Schools/ Centres/ Units/ Areas 
Division of Administrative 
Services 
Administrative Services Office 
Facilities Management Department 
Human Resources Department 
Marketing & Communication Department 
Student Business Services 
Student Support Services 
Division of Technology, 
Information and Learning 
Support 
TILS Main Office 
Information Technology Services Dept 
Library 
Teaching & Learning Support Services 
Division of Finance and 
Resource Planning 
Finance and Resource Planning Main Office 
Department of Financial Services 
Planning and Resources 
Strategic Information & Analysis 
Division of Research and 
Commercialisation 
Office of Research 
Research & Commercialisation 
Commercialisation Services 
Research & Research Training 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Division of International & 
Development 
 
Main International & Development Office 
Development Office 
International College 
QUT International 
QUT Precincts 
Chancellery Chancellery Office 
Internal Audit Office 
Oodgeroo Unit  
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* NB. For all categories, the following options must also appear: Not Applicable, and Other 
(please specify): 
Job title 
Assistant laboratory technician 
Laboratory manager 
Laboratory technician 
Postdoctoral research fellow 
Project manager 
Research assistant 
Research associate 
Research fellow 
Research manager 
Research officer 
Senior laboratory technician 
Senior research assistant 
Senior research fellow 
Technical officer 
Other (please specify): 
 
 
 
 
QUT Research-Only Staff Project 
Research Project Leader Online Survey 
  
 
 
Project Description 
This QUT-wide project aims to provide a current and accurate picture of issues affecting QUT’s 
research-only staff. The anonymous data collected will be analysed on a Faculty/ Institute and QUT-wide 
basis and recommendations made as to strategies for research-only staff recruitment, employment, 
retention and development.  
 
This survey is one of several methods of project data collection. Focus groups and one-on-one 
interviews with research project leaders will be used to provide further detail about issues raised by this 
survey. 
 
Eligibility 
You are eligible to participate in this survey if you have conducted a research project of any nature as an 
employee of QUT. 
 
Expected Benefits 
The results of this project will be used to identify best practice, and to inform enterprise-wide and Faculty/ 
Institute level initiatives to strategically recruit, retain and develop research-only staff to maximise research 
productivity. 
 
The results 
A summary of key results will be made available to QUT staff via the project website after November 27. 
Summary results will be communicated to the project steering committee. The steering committee for this 
project comprises personnel from:  
• The Office of Research 
• Human Resources 
• The Library 
• Information Technology Services 
• all Faculties/ Institutes 
 
Participation and Confidentiality 
The questionnaire takes 20-25 minutes to complete. The submission of the completed questionnaire is 
accepted as an indication of your consent to participate in this project. Your participation is voluntary and your 
responses will in no way negatively impact upon your current or future relationship with QUT. All comments 
and responses will be treated anonymously, and any identifying data from your login will be 
removed from the dataset before analysis. 
 
Electronic data will be kept secure and downloaded only by members of the project team. 
 
One random participant will receive a $250.00 Myer voucher. 
 
Questions/further information, any concerns 
Please contact the project manager Ruth Bridgstock on 3864 3466, r.bridgstock@qut.edu.au should you 
require further information. Please contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3864 2340 or 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au citing ethical clearance number 0600000627 if you have any concerns or 
complaints about the ethical conduct of the project.  
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<Captured from login:  
 - name 
 - email address 
 - job title 
 - home Faculty/ Division/ Institute> 
 
1. Have you ever conducted a research project whilst employed by QUT? 
 
Yes 1 
No 2 
(radio buttons) 
 
If ‘No’, screen with message: “This survey is for research project leaders. If you are a research-only staff 
member, you may be eligible to participate in our research staff survey <link to url here>” 
 
 
A. Your employment of academic research-only staff 
 
In this survey we will be asking questions about your experiences working with research-only staff. 
First we will ask you about your experiences working with academic research only staff such as 
research fellows or research associates. 
 
1. How many different research-only staff members have you employed in the last 12 
months? (please tick) 
 
 Academic 
scale (e.g., 
research fellow) 
None – I have never employed a research-
only staff member 
1 
None in the last 12 months 2 
1 3 
2 4 
3 5 
4 6 
5 7 
More than 5 8 
(radio buttons) 
 
2. (if has never employed a research-only staff member in Q 1), Why have you never 
employed an academic research-only staff member? (please select all that apply) 
 
Haven’t needed to – lack of time to do research 1 
Haven’t needed to – my research hasn’t required it 1 
Lack of project funds 1 
Academic research-only staff don’t have the skills I need 1 
Difficulties finding research-only staff to employ 1 
Difficulties with processes to do with employing research-only staff 1 
Other reason (please specify): 
alpha 
 
1 
If responses to Q1 = either 1 or 2, skip to section C   (check boxes) 
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3. On what percentage of your research projects do you employ at least one academic 
research-only staff member? (to the nearest 10%)  
______% 
 (Numeric 3 digits) 
 
4. How important are academic research-only staff (e.g., research fellows) to your research 
productivity? 
  
Not at all important    Very important 
1 2 3 4 5 
(radio buttons) 
 
5. Of all of the academic research-only staff you have employed during the past year, what 
percentage have been: 
 
Sessional/ Casual – employed for six months or less (a single 
contract) 
 
Sessional/ Casual – employed for more than six months (multiple 
six-month contracts) 
 
Sessional/ Casual – employed for more than six months (a single 
contract) 
 
Fixed-term fractional/ part-time  
 
Ongoing fractional/ part-time  
 
Fixed-term full-time  
 
Ongoing full-time  
On a consultancy basis/ through the staff member’s ABN  
Another way (please specify): 
 
 
 
 
Total 100%
(numeric input – adds to 100%) 
 
6. Which sources of funds have you used to employ academic research-only staff in the last 
year? (please select all that apply) 
 
1 ARC research grant 
1 NH&MRC research grant 
1 Another type of external research grant 
1 Industry/ commercial funding 
1 Faculty, Institute or Centre grant/ seeding funds 
1 University grant/ seeding funds 
1 Operating funds 
1 Own personal funds 
1  
Other source (please specify): _______________________ 
(check boxes) 
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7. How do you locate/ recruit academic research-only staff for your projects? (please select all 
that apply) 
 
1 Advertise via QUT eJobs 
1 Advertise through external sources 
1 Recruit from student body (e.g., PhD students) 
1 Word of mouth/ professional contacts 
1 Other: ________________________________ 
(check boxes) 
 
8. How easy is it to find a suitable academic research-only staff  for your research projects? 
 
Very easy    Very difficult 
1 2 3 4 5 
(radio buttons) 
 
b) Please comment on this: 
 
(alpha) 
 
 
 
9. Which of the following have you used to determine an academic research-only staff 
member’s pay level? (please tick all that apply) 
 
Academic 
staff (e.g., 
research 
fellow) 
 
1 Skills required 
1 Academic level descriptors 
1 Descriptors or guidelines from another university 
1 The level the staff member has been employed at previously 
1 The level you have employed another staff member at previously 
1 NH&MRC guidelines 
1 Funding availability 
1 Project budget/ hours required 
1  
Another way 
(how?):___________________(alpha)________________________________________
(check boxes) 
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B. Academic research-only staff functions and skills 
 
1. Please list up to six keywords indicating the most common functions you employ academic 
research-only staff to perform: (alpha) 
 
___________________  ____________________________ _______________________ 
 
___________________ _____________________________ ______________________ 
 
 
2. During the past 12 months, how satisfied have you been with your academic research-only 
staff members’ research skills, on average? 
 
Not at all satisfied    Very satisfied 
1 2 3 4 5 
(radio buttons) 
 
b) Please comment on this: 
 
(alpha) 
 
 
3. How would you rate QUT in terms of: 
 Very 
poor 
 Average  Excellent Don’t 
know/ N/A 
a) Academic research-only staff recruitment 
and appointment processes  
1 2 3 4 5 9 
b) Academic research-only staff employment 
induction/ orientation procedures 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
c) Academic research-only staff working 
arrangements and conditions 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
d) Resourcing of academic research-only 
staff in your area (e.g., equipment, office space) 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
e) Academic research staff skill development 
opportunities – availability/ access 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
f) Academic research only staff skill 
development opportunities – relevance to 
work 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
g) Academic research skill development 
opportunities – quality 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
h) Reward & recognition for academic 
research-only staff 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
i) Career progression opportunities for 
academic research-only staff 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
j) Support and development of academic 
research-only staff at QUT overall 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
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4. Please list up to six keywords indicating areas you believe academic research-only staff need 
support and development in to enhance research productivity (this is a non-compulsory 
question):  
(alpha) 
___________________  ____________________________ _______________________ 
 
___________________ _____________________________ ______________________ 
 
 
 
167
  
C.Your employment of professional research-only staff 
This section asks about your experiences working with professional-scale research-only staff 
such as research assistants. 
 
1. How many different professional research-only staff members (such as research 
assistants) have you employed in the last 12 months? (please tick) 
 
None – I have never employed a 
professional-scale  research-only staff 
member 
1 
None in the last 12 months 2 
1 3 
2 4 
3 5 
4 6 
5 7 
More than 5 8 
(radio buttons) 
 
2. (if has never employed a research-only staff member in Q 1), Why have you never 
employed a professional scale research-only staff member? (please select all that apply) 
 
Haven’t needed to – lack of time to do research 1 
Haven’t needed to – my research hasn’t required it 1 
Lack of project funds 1 
Professional scale research-only staff don’t have the skills I need 1 
Difficulties finding research-only staff to employ 1 
Difficulties with processes to do with employing research-only staff 1 
Other reason (please specify): 
 
 
1 
If responses to Q1 = either 1 or 2, skip to section F   (check boxes) 
 
3. On what percentage of your research projects do you employ at least one professional 
scale research-only staff member? (to the nearest 10%) (3 figure numeric) 
    ______% 
 
 
4. How important are professional-scale research-only staff (e.g., research assistants) to your 
research productivity? 
  
Not at all important    Very important 
1 2 3 4 5 
(radio buttons) 
 
5. Of all of the professional scale research-only staff you have employed during the past year, 
what percentage have been: 
 
Sessional/ Casual – employed for six months or less (a single 
contract) 
 
Sessional/ Casual – employed for more than six months (multiple 
six-month contracts) 
 
Sessional/ Casual – employed for more than six months (a single 
contract) 
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Fixed-term fractional/ part-time  
 
Ongoing fractional/ part-time  
 
Fixed-term full-time  
 
Ongoing full-time  
On a consultancy basis/ through the staff member’s ABN  
Another way (please specify): 
 
 
 
 
Total 100%
(numeric input – adds to 100%) 
 
6. Which sources of funds have you used to employ professional scale research-only staff in 
the last year? (please select all that apply) 
 
1 ARC research grant 
1 NH&MRC research grant 
1 Another type of external research grant 
1 Industry/ commercial funding 
1 Faculty, Institute or Centre grant/ seeding funds 
1 University grant/ seeding funds 
1 Operating funds 
1 Own personal funds 
1  
Other source (please specify): _______________________ 
(check boxes) 
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7. How do you locate/ recruit professional scale research-only staff for your projects? 
(please select all that apply) 
 
1 Advertise via QUT eJobs 
1 Advertise through external sources 
1 Recruit from student pool (e.g., PhD students) 
1 Word of mouth/ professional contacts 
1 Other: ________________________________ 
(check boxes) 
 
8. How easy is it to find a suitable professional scale research-only staff for your research 
projects? 
 
Very easy    Very difficult Not applicable 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
(radio buttons) 
 
b) Please comment on this: 
 
(alpha) 
 
 
 
9. Which of the following have you used to determine a professional scale research-only 
staff member’s pay level? (please tick all that apply) 
 
1 Skills required 
1 Research staff classification descriptors 
1 HEWA descriptors 
1 Descriptors or guidelines from another university 
1 The level the staff member has been employed at previously 
1 The level you have employed another staff member at previously 
1 NH&MRC guidelines 
1 Funding availability 
1 Project budget/ hours required 
1  
Another way 
(how?):________________________________________________ 
(check boxes) 
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D. Professional scale research-only staff functions and skills 
 
1. Please list up to six keywords indicating the most common functions you employ professional 
scale research-only staff to perform: (alpha) 
 
___________________  ____________________________ _______________________ 
 
___________________ _____________________________ ______________________ 
 
 
2. During the past 12 months, how satisfied have you been with your professional scale research-
only staff members’ research skills on average? 
 
Not at all satisfied    Very satisfied 
1 2 3 4 5 
(radio buttons) 
 
b) Please comment on this: 
 
(alpha) 
 
 
 
3. How would you rate QUT in terms of: 
 Very 
poor 
 Average  Excellent Don’t 
know/ N/A 
a) Professional research-only staff 
recruitment and appointment processes  
1 2 3 4 5 9 
b) Professional research-only staff 
employment induction/ orientation procedures 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
c) Professional research-only staff working 
arrangements and conditions 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
d) Resourcing of professional research-only 
staff in your area (e.g., equipment, office space) 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
e) Professional scale research staff skill 
development opportunities – availability/ 
access 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
f) Professional scale research only staff skill 
development opportunities – relevance to 
work 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
g) Professional scale research skill 
development opportunities – quality 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
h) Reward & recognition for professional 
scale research-only staff 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
i) Career progression opportunities for 
professional scale research-only staff 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
j) Support and development of professional 
scale research-only staff at QUT overall 
1 2 3 4 5 9 
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4. Please list up to six keywords indicating areas you believe professional-scale research-only 
staff need support and development in in order to be more productive (this is a non-compulsory 
question):  
 
_______(alpha)____________  ____________________________ _______________________ 
 
___________________ _____________________________ ______________________ 
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E. Further information. 
1. Please name up to three barriers or impediments to your research-only staff-related 
productivity here at QUT: 
 
_________________________   _________________________  _____________________ 
(alpha) 
 
 
2. Please name up to three things that particularly assist or facilitate your research-only 
staff-related productivity here at QUT: 
 
_________________________   _________________________  _____________________ 
(alpha) 
 
3. If you have any suggestions for improving QUT’s research staff-related processes, please 
write them here: 
 
(alpha) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Would you be prepared to participate in a (confidential) 45 minute focus group with 
other research project leaders to discuss research-only staff employment and 
development? If yes, we may contact you via email. 
 
Yes 1 
 No 2 
(radio buttons) 
 
5. Thinking about research-only staff recruitment, employment, support and development 
in your organizational area, is there something that that works particularly well? 
 
Yes: ________________________________________________ 
 No 2 
(radio button, alpha) 
 
 (if No, skip next Q) 
6. Would you be prepared to talk informally with a member of the project team further 
about the practices that work particularly well in your area? 
 
Yes 1 
 No 2 
(radio buttons) 
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F. About You. 
 
1. Which level staff member are you? 
 
1 Academic level A 
2 Academic level B 
3 Academic level C 
4 Academic level D 
5 Academic level E  
6 SSG 
7 HEWA 7 
8 HEWA 8 
9 HEWA 9 
10 HEWA 10 
11 Other (please specify): 
________________ 
(radio buttons) 
 
2. On which campus are you primarily employed? 
 
1 Gardens Point 
2 Kelvin Grove 
3 Carseldine 
4 Caboolture 
 
(radio buttons) 
 
 
End of survey. 
